
HENRY MOUNTAIN, PARKER MOUNTAIN, 
AND MOUNTAIN VALLEY 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLANS (MFPs) 

APPROVED 
AMENDMENTS AND 
DECISION RECORD 

Prepared by 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 

Decision: It is my decision to approve the multiple plan amendments and decision record for 
the Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans 
.(MFPs). This decision adds five new land tenure adjustment. criteria (listed below) for public 
lands located in Richfield District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Public lands in order to be considered for any form land tenure adjustment (LTA) including but 
not limited to exchanges, in lieu selections, desert land entries, R&PPs etc. (except FLPMA 
203 Sales) within the above stated planning areas, must meet one or more of the following 
criteria:: 

1) is in the public interest and accommodates the needs of state, local or private entities, 
including needs for the economy, community growth and expansion and are in accordance 
with other land use goals and objectives and RMP/MFP planning decisions; 

2) results in a net gain of important and manageable resource values on public lands such as 
crucial wildlife habitat, significant cultural sites, high value recreation areas, high quality 
riparian areas, live water, threatened & endangered species habitat, or areas key to the 
maintenance of productive ecosystems; 

3) ensures the accessibility of public lands in areas where access is needed and cannot 
otherwise be obtained; 

4) is Iessential to allow effective management of public lands in areas where consolidation 
of ownership is necessary to meet resource management objectives; 

5) results in the acquisition of lands which serve a national priority as identified in national 
policy directives. 

In addiition to above criteria, all future land disposal actions will require a site specific 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act when an 
actual land tenure adjustment action is proposed. A subsequent analysis may reveal resource 
conditilons that could not be mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer and may 
therefore preclude disposal. 

All future land tenure adjustments must meet one or more of the of the above land tenure 
adjustment criteria as well as be in conformance with other goals and objectives in the subject 
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plan, sotie of which could preclude land tenure adjustment. All land tenure adjustments would 
be subject to valid existing rights as determined by the authorized officer. _. . 

. Findina of No Sian . . 
lflcant lmoact (FONSI); A finding of no significant impact was made on 

May 30, 1997 by the Utah BLM State Director. This determination was made based on the 
analysis provided in EA No. J-050-097-072. He determined the Proposed Amendments to the 
Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans (MFPs) 
will not: create significant impacts to the human environment and that an Environmental Impact 
Statement is not required. 

Patioyale for Decision: The above decision was made to provide for planning consistency 
between District and Area Offices and increase its ability to conduct land tenure adjustments 
in a more flexible manner. 

These [planning amendments have shown the potential to improve management of sensitive 
resources, as well as provide possible community growth and economic development. 

Further, numerous environmental elements were reviewed and no significant impacts were 
identifieid. Refer to Appendix A for the environmental elements that were considered but not 
analyzed in detail. 

0. Will5am Lamb 
State Director, Utah 
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APPENDIX A: ,.. _ _- 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 
BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 
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The rationale for not considering these environmental elements further is documented 
below: 

l Impacts on Air Quality or Airshed Classification 

There is a potential for development of parcels that have left public ownership to temporarily 
degrade air quality periodically once construction or development begins. Anticipated soil 
disturbiance from development is a potential source of fugitive dust and other air pollutants. 
However, the disturbed areas would be in scattered locations and at different times. There would 
be temporary increases in fugitive dust and other emissions, but the increases are not tinticipated 
to be..large enough to affect air quality on a regional basis. 

In addition, the State of Utah in coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency would be 
responsible for any air quality permits and or restriction/mitigation necessary for the prevention of 
significant impacts for subsequent development proposals. Therefore, impacts on air quality are 
not addressed in detail at this time. 

l Impalcts on FloodplainsMletlandslRiparian 

All areas and area groupings were reviewed on topographical maps to determine if potential land 
tenure iadjustments could adversely affect floodplains, wetlands or riparian areas. In accordance 
with executive order 11988 regarding floodplains, it is not anticipated that any land tenure 
adjustment that may conflict with floodplain protection, management or local zoning controls 
regardilng these resources would be allowed unless it could be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 
authorized officer and other permitting authorities. Site specific impacts to these values would be 
analyzed and mitigated during subsequent environmental analysis at the implementation stages. 
Currently, it is Bureau policy that land tenure adjustments do not result in the loss of riparian areas 
or wetland areas unless such an adjustment results in the acquisitions of a net gain these 
resources. 

l Impalcts on Prime/Unique Farmland 

Existing policies mandated by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 require the 
consideration of Prime or Unique Farmlands. Further, there are no known prime or unique 
farmlands that could be impacted by either alternative and therefore, these elements will not be 
considered further. 

l Impacts on Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

Under either Alternative, no ACECs would be impacted, however, all relevance and importance 
criteria would be protected on a case by case basis. 

Existinlg law and policy would preclude taking any action that would cause significant adverse 
impacts to any of the values that were identified under the relevance and importance criteria in a 
designiated ACEC. As such no land tenure adjustment would be allowed that would cause 
significant adverse impacts to any of the ACECs that have been designated in these planning 
areas. 

4 



l Impacts on Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

It is anticipated that potential land tenure adjustments that would be found to have significant 
cultural or historical resources would be precluded from disposal. However, it is possible that some 
LTAs, could be authorized resulting in the loss of such values. Usually, this only occurs when BLM 
receives more or better of these values during an exchange process. Existing BLM policy would 
require mitigation as coordinated with and approved by the Utah State Historical Preservation 
Officer prior to authorizing any form of land tenure adjustment affecting cultural/historical resources. 
Therefore, impacts to these resources will not be considered further. 

l Impacts on Hazardous Waste Materials 

The adidition of five new land exchange criteria is not anticipated to result in any potential action 
that would promote generation of hazardous wastes or interfere with management of hazardous 
waste under applicable Federal or State laws. Further, prior to any subsequent land tenure 
adjustment proposa!, inventories for hazardous materials would be conducted and mitigation would 
be required (if possible) or the site would be precluded from land tenure adjustment. Therefore, 
this element has not been considered further. 

l Impacts on Wilderness Study Areas or Other Special Designations 

Existing policies would preclude land tenure adjustment of public lands within any Wilderness Study 
Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Research Natural Areas, etc. Growth in general 
throughout the region will most likely cause increased visitor use of these areas. Impact analysis 

t _’ ; of this :sort would be beyond the scope of this Environmental Analysis. 

l Impacts on Soil Resources/Water Resources 

There is a potential for loss of soil structure and productivity, with resultant impacts on vegetation 
and water quality from surface disturbance should a LTA result in subsequent development. 
Impacts on soils are closely linked to impacts on vegetation and water quality. It is anticipated that 
such impacts would be addressed on a site specific basis and that LTAs would not be considered 
where there is a potential for significant impacts unless such impacts could mitigated to the 
satisfaction of the authorized officer in accordance with known statutory environmental thresholds. 
The same would be true of water quality and therefore these resources were not considered further 
in this iassessment. 

l Impacts on Forestry Management 

It is not anticipated that any of the proposed land tenure adjustment criteria identified would have 
any appreciable effect on the existing management of or harvest of forest products and thus is not 
considered further in this analysis. 

l Impacts on Energy and Mineral Resources 

There is no known potential for disposing of any significant amount of land deemed valuable for 
energy and mineral resources. Site specific mineral reports will be prepared for every proposed 
LTA. 

5 



,,__ _ . -.. . .., ..- .- .,. .._, i 

2 
-m 1500-8 

h ril I;9751 
” 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MFP 
(URA or MFP) 

TITLE PAGE* 

UTAH RICHFIELD 
Resource Area 

SEVIER RIVER 
Planning Unit Number 

MOUNTAIN VALLEY 

Total Acres Federal Sub-Surface 

NRL State 

Withdrawn Private 

PREPARED OR REVIEWED 

(Area Manager) H ’ 

ORIGINALLY APPROVED 

6//p /p/ 

@abe) ’ 

0 
Af)m+220 24 -H 7 T.“< S ’ +7 

’ ‘(District Manager) 
a/Y /“y 

@ate) 

REVIEWED AND UPDATED 

AREAMANAGER DATE 

l This form may be ased as the Title Page jor the Unit Resource Analysis and/or rhe Management Framework Plan 



THIS IS THE OFFICIAL COPY OF THE PLA1!NI?IG DOCUMENT. A DUPLICATE IS KEPT 
ON FILE IN THE RDO LIBRARY A?iD STORED IN THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF PLANNING. 

Updating Documents (See Instruction Memo UT-050-80-33) 

2. New data should be submitted to the area manager. Should the area 
manager determine that the neJ data is to be added to the master 
copy he will enter th e data in the appropriate section and make a 
notation of the material, source, and date on the first page. He 
will mail a notice of change to the Chief of Planning for inclusion 
in the District's official photo copy. 

4. In cases where data or changes cannot be entered in a "built in" 
space, the data will. be typed on a colored piece of paper and in- 
serted immediately following the page where the original information 
is li,sted. The supplemental page will include the date when itwas 
added, the name of the specialist supplying the data and the source 
of the new information. 

GSCRIPTION OF NEW INFORMATION 

JL-d 7w f%- L.-d& 

L~~p3-J~ cd 

Date Entered 

717 'i? 

'7/&l 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- . 

- 

i 
‘tra.,_.. 

--. ’ 



MOUNTAIN VALLEY MANAGEMENT 
FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP) 

APPROVED 
AMENDMENT AND DECISION RECORD 

Prepared by 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 

pecision; It is my decision to approve the amendment for the Mountain Valley MFP to allow 
the disposal and direct sale of 15.0 acres of public’ lands pursuant to Section 203 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, at not less than the appraised 
market value. The 15.0 acres of public lands identified for disposal and direct sale are located 
in Richfield District and administered by the Sevier River Resource Area of the Bureau of Land ’ 
Management. 

Findina of No Sianificant lmoact (FONSI); A finding of no significant impact was made on 
April 14, 1997 by the District Manager for the Richfield District of the Bureau of Land 
Management. This determination was based on the analysis provided in EA No. J-050-097- 
037EA. Moreover, it was determined that the proposed amendment to the Mountain Valley 
MFP with the mitigation measures described in the EA would not have tiny significant impacts 
to the human environment and that ‘an environmental impact statement is not required. 

Ratiotlale for Decision: The decision to allow the proposed action to dispose of two parcels 
comprising of a total of 15.0 acres of public lands does not result in any undue or unnecessary 
environmental degradation and would be in conformance with the amended Mountain 
Framework Plan. Disposal and sale of the subject lands would provide the Burrville community 
and Circleville Town cemeteries that would last for many years and would settle a long 
standing trespass in the case of the Burryille site. The Circleville site would allow the town 
to enlarge the existing cemetery. 

The subject lands meet the sale criteria of serving important public objectives required by 
FLPMIA. The lands are not of national significance and have no outstanding public values 
which would be affected by this action. The lands do not have any hazardous substances 
located. on them and because of the location of the land and the proposed use, it would serve 
important ‘public objectives. In addition to ditches and canals, all minerals in the lands 
described, along with the right to prospect or mine and remove the same, will be reserved to 
the United States. 

State! Director, Utah 
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Jerry W. Goodman 
District Manager 
150 East 900 North 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Dear Jerry: 

Enclosed is a copy of the draft bill ,Vo transfer jurisdiction of 
certain public lands in the State of Utah'to the forest Service, and 
for o,ther purposes.@' -: 

I 

Please take a close look at it and let 'me know your concerns. We 
will introduce a bill as soon as we get your O.K. I can be contacted 
at th,e Provo office listed above. 

Since:rely, .; 

~+y~ 
Anne Jaynes 
Field Assistant to 
Congressman Howard Nielson 

-.. . 

aoj 
I 
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United States 
Department Of 
Agriculture 

Forest 

Service 
Washington 12th & Independence SW 
Office P.O. Box 96090 

Washington, D.C. 20090-6090 

. 

I Reply To: 1510 
. 

Date: u& 2.4 1989 .- . . _. .l 

Honorable Howard C. Nielson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

,- 1 . _ 
. 

._. 

Dear Congressman Nielson: -_ 

As you requested, we have prepared the enclosed draft bill "To transfer 
jurisdiction of certain public lands in the State of Utah to the Forest 
Service, and for other purposes." - 

This bill would facilitate the management of Federal land adjacent to the 
existing boundary of the Fishlake National Forest. The lands are currently 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLN) but are isol,ated from 
other public lands. As you requested, we have coordinated the draft 
legislation with the BLN. 

The enclosed draft bill is provided as a drafting service only and should not 
be construed as an indication of the position of the Department of Agriculture 
on any legislation which may subsequently be introduced. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

Caring(orfhe I -nd and Cervinn Penn1 
Au6 0 71989 



A BILL 
.+- i' 

TO transfer jurisdiction'of certain public lands in the State of Utah to the 
* Forest SeTvice, and for other purposes. 

* 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
, 

States of America in'congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
.: 

"'Fishlake National Forest Enlargement Act." 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds that-- 

. (a) Certain public lands presently managed by the Bureau of Land 

Management (hereafter, "BLM") are adjacent to the Fishlake National Forest and, 

for the most part, are accessible only from Fishlake National Forest lands; 

(b) Those public lands are isolated and disconnected from other public 
. 

lands and have been identified through the land use planning,process of the BLEI 

as suitable for transfer to the Forest Service; 

(c) The Forest Service currently manages much of the livestock grazing on 

*those public lands by cooperative agreement with the BLM; and 

(d) Administration of those public lands as part of the Fishlake National 

Forest would allow for more efficient and economical management by both the 

Forest Service and the BLM. 

!SEC. 3.(a) The lands subject to this Act are those lands identified on a map 

(entitled "Fishlake National Forest Enlargement" (hereafter, "map"), dated 

and filed, together with a legal description of such lands, in the 

Office of the Chief of the Forest Service, United States Department of 

. Agriculture and the Director, Bureau of Land Management, Department of the 

Interior. Such map and legal description shall have the same force and effect 

(as if included in this Act, except that correction of clerical and 

typographical errors in such legal description and map may be made by the 

Secretary of Agriculture in consultation with the Secretary of the Interior. 



(b) Effective on the date of enactment of this Act, jurisdiction over 

public lands designated on the map comprising approximately 10,172.fiQ acres, 

more or less, 1s hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture as part of 

the Flshlake National Forest, subject to all laws, rules, and regulations 

applicable to the National Forest System. 

(c) The boundary of the Fishlake National Forest is hereby modified to 

include the lands transferred by this Act. 

(d) For the purposes of Section 7 of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601,-g), the boundary of the Fishlake Rational Forest, 

as modified by this Act, shall be considered to be the boundary of that 

national forest as of January 1, 1965. 

SEC. 4. (a) Nothing in this Act shall affect valid existing rights of any 

person under any authority of law., 

(b) Authorizations to use lands transferred by this Act which were issued 

prior to the date of transfer shall remain subject to the laws and regulations 

under which they were issued. Such authorizations shall be administered by the * . 

Secretary of Agriculture. Any renewal or extension of such authorizations 

shall be subject to the laws and regulations pertaining to the Forest Service, 

Department of Agriculture. The change of administrative jurisdiction resulting 

from the enactment of this Act shall not in itself constitute a basis for 

denying or approving the renewal or reissuance of any such authorization. 

* * * * * 



Legal Description to accompany map "Fishlake National Forest Enlargement." 

Iri. 23 S., R. 3 W. 
Section 34, S1/2NE1/4, NW1/4NE1/4, N1/2NW1/4, SWl/4NW1/4, and Sl/2; 

T. 24,S., R. 3 W. 
JSection 3, Lots 1 through 4, SW1/4NE1/4,. Sl/2NW1/4, and SW1/4; 

.i. &ectlon 9, N31/4, SW1/4, and NW1/4SE1/4; 
Action 10, NWl/4NW1/4; 
ISection 17, Lots 1 through 8; 
$ectlon 19, SE1/4; 

: . fiection 20, N1/2, SW1/4, and W1/2SE1/4 
. b-Section 21, NW1/4NW1/4; 

. vSectlon 29, N1/2NW1/4, SW1/4NWl/4, and W1/2SW1/4; 
#Section 30, All; 
ySectlon 31, Lots 1 through 4, N1/2NE1/4, SWl$4NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, 

and NE1/4SW1/4; 

4 24 S., R. 4 W. -L 
Section 35, S1/2; 

T. 25 S., R. 3 W. 

., yY Section 6, Lot 4; 

T. 25-S.. R. 4 W., - 
c-Section 1, 
%Yction 3, 

vS&tion 9, 
&ction 10, 
*Section 20, 
dection 21, 
&ction 29, 
LS&tion 30, 

wSecti+ 31, 

Lots 1 through 4; 
Lots 1, 2, S1/2NE1/4, and S1/2; 
SE1/4; 
N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, and NW1/4; 
SE1/4; 0 
Lots 1 through 3, NE1/4, SEl/4NW1/4, SW1/4, and N1/2SE1/4; 
N1/2, N1/2SW1/4, and SW1/4SWl/4; 
All; 
Lots 1, 2, 4, E1/2NW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4, and NE1/4SE1/4; 

T. 26 S., R. 4 W. 
-vSection 5, Lt>ts 

YSection 6, Lots 
d ection 7, Lots 

i &cfio~;l;sE~~~~ 

S&tion 19: Lots 
YSection 29, Lots 
Section 30, Lots 

3 and 4; 
3 through 13, E1/2SW1/4, and SW1/4SE1/4; 
1 through 4, SE1/4NE1/4, W1/2NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, E1/2SW1/4; 

1 through 4; NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, E1/2SW1/4, and W1/2SE1/4; 
1, 2, 5 through 6, NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, and SE1/4 
7 through 10; 
2, 8 through 19, and iJ1/2NE1/4. 

! 

. 



FISHLAKE NATIONAL FOREST ENARGEMENT ACT 

Rangeland Administration Transfer 

A <, Permittee List 

Permjttee Allotment 
--+Clareilce Dunn 

ActivePref SUSP Pref Permit Expires 
Joseph 5 2 02/28/99 

{Jack Shipp Joseph 66 87 02/28/2000 

-Kirby Parker Joseph 60 76 Expired . 

Hansen Bros. Joseph 10 13 
Elsinore 

02/28/96 
126 117 02/28/96 

Jf~5fSZ-6 erral Poulson Poulson 29 0 02/28/99 

i. 
B. Allotment Summary 

Allotment # Class of livestock Season of use 
Joseph 00208 Sheep 04/05-OS/20 

Cattle 04/1,6-OS/20 

Elsinore 0~25 Sheep 12/25-01/15 

,Poulson ~pafq Cattle 04/21-05/20 

, 

I. 
..- 
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HENRY MOUNTAIN, PARKER MOUNTAIN, 
AND MOUNTAIN VALLEY 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLANS (MFPs) 

APPROVED 
AMENDMENTS AND 
DECISION RECORD 

Prepared by 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 

Decision: It is my decision to approve the multiple plan amendments and decision record for 
the Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans 
(MFPs). This decision adds five new land tenure adjustment criteria (listed below) for public 
lands located in Richfield District of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 

Public: lands in order to be considered for any form land tenure adjustment (LTA) including but 
not limited to exchanges, in iieu selections, desert land entries, R&PPs etc. (except FLPMA 
203 Sales) within the above stated planning areas, must meet one or more of the following 
criteria: 

1) is in the public interest and accommodates the needs of state, local or private entities, 
including needs for the economy, community growth and expansion and are in accordance 
with other land use goals and objectives and RMP/MFP planning decisions; 

2) results in a net gain of important and manageable resource values on public lands such as 
crucial wildlife habitat, significant cultural sites, high value recreation areas, high quality 
riparian areas, live water, threatened & endangered species habitat, or areas key to the 
maintenance of productive ecosystems; 

3) ensures the accessibility of public lands in areas where access is needed and cannot 
otherwise be obtained; 

4) is essential to allow effective management of public lands in areas where consolidation 
of ownership is necessary to meet resource management objectives; 

5) results in the acquisition of lands which serve a national priority as identified in national 
policy directives. 

In addition to above criteria, all future land disposal actions will require a site specific 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act when an 
actual land tenure adjustment action is proposed. A subsequent analysis may reveal resource 
conditions that could not be mitigated to the satisfaction of the authorized officer and may 
therefore preclude disposal. 

All future land tenure adjustments must meet one or more of the of the above land tenure 
adjustment criteria as well as be in conformance with other goals and objectives in the subject 



plan, some of which could preclude, land tenure adjustment. All land tenure adjustments would 
be subject to valid existing rights as determined by the authorized officer. 

Finding of No Sianificant lmoact IFONSI): A finding of no significant impact was made on 
May 30, 1997 by the Utah BLM State Director. This determination was made based on the 
analysis provided in EA No. J-050-097-072. He determined the Proposed Amendments to the 
Henry Mountain, Parker Mountain, and Mountain Valley Management Framework Plans (MFPs) 
will not create significant impacts to the human environment and that an Environmental Impact 
Statement is not required. 

Rationale for Decision: The above decision was made to provide for planning consistency 
betwleen District and Area Offices and increase its ability to conduct land tenure adjustments 
in a more flexible manner. 

These planning amendments have shown the potential to improve management of sensitive 
resouirces, as well as provide possible community growth and economic development. 

Further, numerous environmental elements were reviewed and no significant impacts were 
identified. Refer to Appendix A for the environmental elements that were considered but not 
analyzed in detail. 

State Director, Utah 
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,’ APPENDIX A: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS CONSIDERED 
BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

. . 3 



The rationale for not considering these environmental elements further is documented 
below: 

l Impacts on Air Quality or Airshed Classification 

There is a potential for development of parcels that have left public ownership to temporarily 
degrade air quality periodically once construction or development begins. Anticipated soil 
disturbance from development is a potential source of fugitive dust and other air pollutants. 
However, the disturbed areas would be in scattered locations and at different times. There would 
be temporary increases in fugitive dust and other emissions, but the increases are not anticipated 
to be large enough to affect air quality on a regional basis. 

In addition, the State of Utah in coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency would be 
responsible for any air quality permits and or restriction/mitigation necessary for the prevention of 
significant impacts for subsequent development proposals. Therefore, impacts on air quality are 
not addressed in detail at this time. 

l Impacts on FloodplainsMletlandslRiparian 

All areas and area groupings were reviewed on topographical maps to determine if potential land 
tenure adjustments could adversely affect floodplains, wetlands or riparian areas. In accordance 
with executive order 11988 regarding floodplains, it is not anticipated that any land tenure 
adjustment that may conflict with floodplain protection, management or local zoning controls 
regarding these resources would be allowed unless it could be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 
authorized officer and other permitting authorities. Site specific impacts to these values would be 
analyzed and mitigated during subsequent environmental analysis at the implementation stages. 
Currently, it is Bureau policy that land tenure adjustments do not result in the loss of riparian areas 
or wetland areas unless such an adjustment results in the acquisitions of a net gain these 
resources. 

l Impacts on Prime/Unique Farmland 

Existing policies mandated by the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 require the 
consideration of Prime or Unique Farmlands. Further, there are no known prime or unique 
farmlands that could be impacted by either alternative and therefore, these elements will not be 
considered further. 

l Impacts on Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 

Under either Alternative, no ACECs would be impacted, however, all relevance and importance 
criterja would be protected on a case by case basis. 

Existing law and policy would preclude taking any action that would cause significant adverse 
impacts to any of the values that were identified under the relevance and importance criteria in a 
designated ACEC. As such no land tenure adjustment would be allowed that would cause 
significant adverse impacts to any of the ACECs that have been designated in these planning 
areas. 

4 



l Impacts on Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

It is anticipated that potential land tenure adjustments that would be found to have significant 
cultural or historical resources would be precluded from disposal. However, it is possible that some 
LTAs, could be authorized resulting in the loss of such values. Usually, this only occurs when BLM 
receives more or better of these values during an exchange process. Existing BLM policy would 
require mitigation as coordinated with and approved by the Utah State Historical Preservation 
Officer prior to authorizing any form of land tenure adjustment affecting cultural/historical resources. 
Therefore, impacts to these resources will not be considered further. 

l Impacts on Hazardous Waste Materials 

The addition of five new land exchange criteria is not anticipated to result in any potential action 
that would promote generation of hazardous wastes or interfere with management of hazardous 
waste under applicable Federal or State laws. Further, prior to any subsequent land tenure 
adjustment proposal, inventories for hazardous materials would be conducted and mitigation would 
be required (if possible) or the site would be precluded from land tenure adjustment. Therefore, 
this element has not been considered further. 

l Impacts on Wilderness Study Areas or Other Special Designations 

Existing policies would preclude land tenure adjustment of public lands within any Wilderness Study 
Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Research Natural Areas, etc. Growth in general 
throughout the region will most likely cause increased visitor use of these areas. Impact analysis 
of this sort would be beyond the scope of this Environmental Analysis. 

l Impacts on Soil Resources/Water Resources 

There is a potential for loss of soil structure and productivity, with resultant impacts on vegetation 
and water quality from surface disturbance should a LTA result in subsequent development. 
Impacts on soils are closely linked to impacts on vegetation and water quality. It is anticipated that 
such impacts would be addressed on a site specific basis and that LTAs would not be considered 
where there is a potential for significant impacts unless such impacts could mitigated to the 
satisfaction of the authorized officer in accordance with known statutory environmental thresholds. 
The same would be true of water quality and therefore these resources were not considered further 
in this assessment. 

l Impacts on Forestry Management 

It is not anticipated that any of the proposed land tenure adjustment criteria identified would have 
any appreciable effect on the existing management of or harvest of forest products and thus is not 
considered further in this analysis. 

l Impacts on Energy and Mineral Resources 

There is no known potential for disposing of any significant amount of land deemed valuable for 
energy and mineral resources. Site specific mineral reports will be prepared for every proposed 
LTA. 
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The Mountain Valley Planning Area MFP was completed on July 1981. Implc- 
mentation of decisions will occur during 19821988. 

The Mountain Valley Grazing Management EIS was completed in 1981 and a 
Rangeland Program Summary was issued in March 1981. 

The MVPA is scheduled to be combined with the Forest Planning Unit when 
the Sevier River RMP is developed between 1984-1988. Issues will be iden- 
tified and a public participation plan developed beginning in 1984. 

Therefore, time frames for implementating elements of this plan should 
not extend beyond 1988 unless there are special circumstances. 

The following report outlines all land management decisions approved by 
the District Manager in the 1981 MFP by resource. Some decisions have already 
been implemented and are So indicated. 

The Area Manager is responsible to insure that the remaining decisions 
are implemented according to the time frames developed in this report. He 
will review this report annually and write a yearly update. This update will 
discuss all items which were accomplished, list items which were not accomp- 
lished with an explanation why, and suggest revised target dates. 

This report will also be used as a basis for determining funding requests 
during preparation of the annual work plan each year. 

Decisions which have not been implemented by the time the SRRA RMP is 
developed must be reevaluated as issues to see whether or not they are still 
relevant. 



,. 

LANDS 

Decisions 

L-l Sanpete agricultural trespass 
L-2 Convert Gunnison, Mayfield, Salina, Monroe 

Circleville to sanitary landfills; develop 
schedule w/State Health Department and 
communities 

L-3 Make land avai?able for waste disposal sites 
for Elsinore, Sevier, Burrville, Koosharem, 
Marysvale, Kingston; clean up old dump sites 

L-4 Clean up Venice dump 
L-5 Hazard reduction, Gunnison mine shafts 
L-6 Transportation corridor for I-70 
L-7 Transportation corridor for US-89 
L-8 USFS land exchange 
L-9 Legalize Aurora pipeline trespass 

Decisions Requiring Actions 

Every - Year 

Status 

(a> (0 
(b) (Salina 
Landfill completed) 

(b) 

(d 
(d) 
Respond as requested 
Respond as requested 
(4 
Completed 

(b) L-2, L-3 (A rea Realty Specialist) monitor Richfield central sanitary 
landfill operations, assist.in obtaining interlocal agreements 
incorporatig ,Glenwood, 
and Sevie?$ i 

Sigurd, Elsinore, Monroe-Joseph, Annabella, 
to solid waste program; identify sites for convenience 

dump stations at Annabella, Elsinore, and Monroe; coordinate with 
Sanpete communities to identify central landfill sites. Write 
annual report summarizing actions and situation to date. 

(f) L-l (Area Realty Specialist) State of Utah has plans to acquire land in 
T. 25 S., R. 3 W. Area wilT respond when proper application forms 
are filed. 

FY 83 -- 

(c) L-4 (Area Realty Specialist) Coordinate with Richfield or Sevier County 
to clean up dump. 

(d) L-5 (Area Geologist) Study current list of all mining hazards in re- 
source area, including: locations, claimant (ownership) status, 
description of hazard, and liability determination; make recommenda- 
tions for hazard reduction, estimate of materials and work months 
needed, and suggest priority schedule for clean up. 

(e) L-8 (Area Manager*/Planning Coordinator) Coordinate land exchange infor- 
mation with USFS during preparation of Fishlake Forest Plan. 

FY 84 .- 

(a) L-l (Area Realty Specialist) Sell or otherwise di 
parcels in T. 14 S., R. 2 E., Section 25 and 
Section 12. .. ._- 

*Lead. 
2 

spose of identified 
T. 19 S., R. 1 W., 



MINERALS 

Decisions Status 

M-l.1 Identify sand and gravel sites 
1.2 Identify sand and gravel community pits 
1.3 Identify sand and gravel sites, future use 

M-Z Validity determination, Joe Lott tuff claims 
M-3 Revise oil and gas categories 
M-4 Revise qeothermal leasing categories 
M-5 
M-6.1 

M-f:: 
7.2 

M-8 
M-9 
M-10 Establish topsoil removal site 

Idnetifi clay material sites - 
Identify gypsum sites 
Identify gypsum sites, future use 
Identify uranium sites 
Identify uranium sites, future use 
Identify welded tuff sites 
Identify alunite sites 

Respond as needed 
Respond as needed 
No action required 
Respond as needed 
Completed 
Completed 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
Completed 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

M-1.1, M-1.2, M-2 (Area Office Geologist) Specific actions to be determined 
in response to applicants initiatives. 

‘ 

. 
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FORESTRY 

Decisions Status 

F-l 
F-2 
F-3 

Pinyon-juniper 
Christmas tree 

harvest 
harvest 

Develop Fire Management Plan 

Respond as needed 
Respond as needed _ _ 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

F-l, F-Z (Area Staff) SpecifSc actions to be determined in response to public 
initiatives. 

FY 83 -- 

(a) F-3 (Area Manager*/District Fire Management Officer) Develop fire man- 
agement plan, including burn prescriptions. 



RANGE 

RM-I.1 
1. 2 
l.a.l 

RM-41 
RM-3 
RM-4. 
RM-5.1 
RM-51.2 

Decisions 

Range improvements; see MFP, RPS 
Transfer AUMs; see MFP, RPS 
Rangeland studies for 1982; see MFP, RPS 
AMP schedule; see MFP, RPS 
AMP schedule; see MFP, RPS 
AMP schedule; see MFP, RPS 
Allotment consolidation; see MFP, RPS 
Livestock adjustments; see MFP, RPS 

Status 

:“; (:I 
‘(“i 61 
Ia{ a 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Year Every 

(a) (Area Staff) Implement scheduled range, wildlife, and watershed studies; 
file report of findings; program required funding for project scheduled 
for next fiscal year. 

FY 83 

(a) (Area Staff) Categorize allotments (M-I-C categories). 



WILDLIFE 

WL-1 
WL-2.1 

2.2 
WL-3.1 

3.2 
WL-4.1 

4.2 
WL-5.1 

5.2 
WL-6.1 

6. 2 
Wt-7.1 

7. 2 
7.3 

WL-8 
WL-9 
WL-10 
WL-11 

Decisions Status 

Identify prairie dog transplant sites 
Forage and water for antelope, eight allotments 
Future forage allocations 
Wildlife habitat - monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 
Wildlife habitat - monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 
Wildlife habitat - 
Wildlife habitat -' 

monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 
monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 

Wildlife habitat - monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 
Wildlife habitat - monitoring, HMP, ORV monitoring 
Land disposals 
Retain four unallotted areas for wildlife 
Elk allocations, 10 allotments; monitoring program 
Elk allocations, 10 allotments; monitoring program 
Elk allocations, 10 allotments; monitoring program 
Land treatments 
Waterfowl HMP 
Peterson Creek AMP 

Completed 
W 

Rejected 

(W 

Chicken Coop Allotment AMP W 

(a) See R-l for ORV monitoring. 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

(b) (Area Office Biologist) Implement scheduled wildlife studies, file 
report of findings, program necessary funding for projects scheduled for 
following fiscal year. 

FY 83 -- 

(b) (Area Office Biologist) Assist in categorizing range allotments into 
M-I-C system. 
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WATERSHED 

W-l 
w-2 
w-3 
w-4 
W-5 
W-6 
w-7 
W-8 
w-9 
w-10 
w-11 
w-12 
w-13.1 

w-13.2 
w-13.3 
w-13.4 
w-13.5 
W-13.6 
w-13.7 

Decisions 

Glenwood watershed studies 
Kingston watershed studies 
Marysvale watershed studies 
Aurora watershed studies 
Salina watershed studies 
Lost Creek watershed studies 
Monroe watershed studies 
Richfield watershed studies 
San Pitch watershed studies 
Valley Mountains. watershed studies 
Mayfield watershed studies 
Other watershed studies 
Filings on unappropriated waters; designation 
of water reserves 
Establish water monitoring program 
Establish water monitoring program 
Reservoir maintenance 
Reservoir cleanup 
Guzzler maintenance 
Stream cover imrovement; implement Otter Creek HMP 

Status 

(a) (b) 
(a> (b) 

:z; :kl; 
(a> W 

ia; IFi; a 
(cl 

ia; ::; 
(:I (b) 
(a> W 
(a) (b) 
(4 (b) 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

(b) Implement scheduled watershed studies, report on completed studies, 
request any needed funding for studies scheduled for following fiscal 
year after schedufe is developed as shown in (a). 

(c) w-13.1 Continue water resource management planning program, designate 
Federal Water Reserves, file on unappropriated waters. 

FY 83 -- 

(a) (District Watershed Specialist/Area Staff) Develop schedule for any 
needed watershed studies; prioritize areas for future funding. 
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RECREATION 

Decisions Status 

R-l 
R-2 
CR-1 

ORV designations, monitoring 
VRM 
Test site 42 Pi 269 

(b) 
Completed 

(cl 

Decisions Requiring Actjon 

(b) R-l (Area Staff) Complete yearly ORV monitoring update. 

FY 83 

(c) CR-1 Request funds for test core analysis for FY 84. 

8 
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United States Department of the Interior 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
SUITE F 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

Annual Progress Report on the Lands Portion of the Mountain Valley MFP 

November 1, 1985 

Gary L. Hall 

Decision L-l.1 

Decision L-l.1 addressed the abatement of trespass on three seperate parcels 
of land through disposal of the parcels provided they are not needed for Bureau 
Programs. 

It has been discovered that the 80 acre parcel described as the EkSW& of Section 
12, I-. 19 s., R. 1 W., SLM is actually private land. Therefore, the planning 
decision with respect to this parcel is no longer applicable. 

..- 
1' The parcel of land described as the SE&NW& of Section 25, T. 14 S., R. 2 E., SLM, 
\ was offered by modified competitive sale to adjacent landowners on November 22, 

1983 under serial number U-51878. No bids were received on this parcel of land 
therefore it remains in government ownership. A decision will need to be made on 
whether to reoffer the tract for sale by competitive bid to the general public 
or to simply retain the parcel in government ownership. If the parcel is retained, 
the unauthorized use occurring will need to be resolved. 

The parcel of land described as the E%NW$ of Section 22, T. 25 S., R. 3 W., SLM 
is covered by State Quantity Grant Application U-50757. The Environmental Assessment/ 
Land Report for this case was completed and approved on August 13, 1985. A 
recommendation was made to classify this parcel as suitable for transfer to the 
State of Utah. The Utah State Office, BLM has issued the Proposed Classification 
in September 1985. Assuming there are no adverse objections to the classification 
which cannot be resolved, it is assumed the subject parcel of land willbe conveyed 
to the State of Utah in the early part of FY/86. 

Decision L-2.1 

As previously mentioned and discussed, the Salina waste disposal site has been 
moved from public land. The previously used site on public land has been 
acceptably rehabilitated. 

The waste disposal site between the cities' of Monroe and Joseph located in Section 
7, T. 25 S., R. 3 W. has been closed and rehabilitated. A 2% acre parcel has been 
retained under R&PP lease U-6717 for use as a convenience/transfer station. Both 

i 
the cities of Joseph and Monroe are members of the Sevier Metropolitan Interlocal 

.-_ Project Agency. 



Several meetings have been held during 1985 with Gunnison 
in an effort to get the city to comply with the terms and 
R&PP lease U-18351 and to operate the waste disposal site 
The city of Gunnison has been given until April 30, 1986, 
present lease. 

City officials 
conditions of their 
as a sanitary landfill. 
to comply with their 

No compliance work was undertaken on the other two waste disposal sites during 
FY/85. 

Decision L-3.1 

This decision was to make land available to communities for appropriate 
and approved solid waste disposal sites and to clean up existing dump sites. 

The dump used by the town of Elsinore has been cleaned-up in conjunction with 
the construction of I-70. The Sevier site has also undergone some minor clean-up. 

The town of Koosharem has been issued Trespass Notice No. UT-050-SRRA-86-300 
and given instructions on what is required to clean-up their dump site. The town 
mayor has inquired about purchasing 5 acres of public land at the site of the 
present dump. The mayor was told this may be a possibility but would only be 
considered if the present dump site is satisfactorily cleaned-up. 

No action was taken in FY/85 toward closing of the Sevier, Burrville, Marysvale, 
or Kingston dump sites. 

Decision L-4.1 

This decision was to clean-up and cover the old Venice Dump site by FY/82. The 
dump was not cleaned-up and covered in 1982. However, the city has completed 
the placement of garbage in the old pit and is now in the process of covering the 
pit with the two feet of final cover. It is anticipated that this will be 
completed by November 30, 1985. 

Decision L-5.1 

Completed 

Decision L-6.1 

This decision was to identify and designate a proper width corridor for Interstate 
70 through Sevier Valley from Salina to Cove Junction. 

Letters of consent have now been issued for the following segments of I-70: 

Serial No. Segment Name Date Issued 

u-43429 Elsinore/South Richfield 10/25/83 
u-44934 Sevier Junction/Joseph 3/8/83 
U-46479 Joseph/Elsinore 3/12/84 
u-51139 Sigurd/Salina 6/27/83 
U-53167 Belknap Junction/Sevier Junction 8/l/83 

-2- 



The only two remaining segments are South Richfield/North Richfield and North 
Richfield/Sigurd. 
received from FHWA, 

No requests for appropriation on these two segments has been 
to date. It is anticipated that a request for appropriation 

will be received in FY/86 for the North Richfield/Sigurd segment. 

As previously discussed, rather than formally designating a corridor, it was 
decided that issuance of appropriate Highway Easement Deeds to accommodate UDOT's 
needs would serve the same purpose while at the same time allowing the BLM to 
include stipulations mitigating adverse impacts to public lands. 

Decision L-7.1 

This decision was to designate a transportation corridor of sufficient width 
to accommodate the reconstruction of US-89 between Junction and Circleville. 

Again, rather than designate a forma? corridor , it was decided that issuance of 
an appropriate Highway Easement Deed or right-of-way would serve the same purpose. 

No request for appropriation or right-of-way application has been received. 
UDOT is still apparently planning on the realignment of US 89 but I-70 is 
now top priority. 

Decision L-8.1 

This decision dealt with transferring and/or exchanging land with the Fishlake 
National Forest. 

Apparently a lack of interest on the part of the Forest Service. 

Decision L-9.1 

Completed. Right-of-way issued. 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
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RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

TITLE: Implementation of Minerals Portion of the Mountain Valley MFP 

DATE: October 31, 1983 

AUTHOR: John Branch 

The Mountain Valley Management Framework Plan Implementation Schedule (November 
1982) identifies 14 management decisions. Of these desicion, 8 were identified 
as needing no further action (M-1.3, M-5, M-6.1, M-6.2, M-6.2, M-7.1, M-7.2, M- 
8, M-9). 

Three of these decisions were identified as needing action on a yearly basis in 
.response to '1 applicant initiatives". These decisions include M-1.1 (identification 
of sand and gravel sites), M-l.2 (identification of sand and gravel community pits), 
and M-2 (validity determinations of the Joe Lott Tuff claims). In response to M-1.1, 
16 free use permits were issued in the resource area during FY'83, 13 small 

, noncompetitive mineral material sales and one large noncompetitive sale (Le Grand 
Johnson-I-70 project). 

Decision M-l.2 implementation was started in 1983 by compiling past sales and trespass 
data from the resource area in order to determine the areas of need. One community 
pit site has been identified for designation in Sanpete County as well as several 
common use areas. Work on these sites will be completed in FY'84. Projected work 
month needs are estimated-tit.5 work month to establish the sites. The demand for 
sand and gravel in Sevier and Piute Counties is limited with most production coming 
from private sources. Monitoring of sales and trespass data will continue and 
community pit designation completed when a market of sufficient volume is demonstrated. 

Decision M-2 has not started due to the lack of "applicant initatives." Should it 
become necessary to perform validity determinations on these claims implementation 
of this decision will begin. 

Decisions M-3 (revision of oil and gas leasing categories), M-4 (revision of 
geothermal leasing categories) and M-10 (establishment of a topsoil removal area) 
were all completed as of November 1982 and need no further work. 

One additional decision, Lands L-5, also required implementation by the Area Geologist. 
The original mine shafts identified for clean up in the MFP were backfilled and 
seeded in September of 1983. In addition, 55 other mine workings were inventoried 
and their potential hazard to the public rated. 



Of these hazards located on public lands, 9 were felt to expose the public 
to a high hazard potential, 28 to moderate and 9 to low. Coordination has 
begun with the State of Utah's Abandoned Mine Reclaimation Project staff for 
the elimination of these hazards. 
unknown at this time. 

The eventual scope of the state program is 
The 9 hazards located on BLM administered lands and 

identified as having a high hazard potential should be fenced and signed in 
FYI84 to minimize the hazard potential until a determination is made of how 
and who shall eliminate the hazard. If the BLM elects to move ahead with 
hazard elimination the geologist should attend the upcoming blasting certification 
training in the district office. Those hazards which can be blasted closed 
could then be eliminated quickly after claim status is researched and necessary 
claimant contacts are made. Estimated work months needed to accomplish the 
work include approximately 1 to build the fences, and .5 for blasting certif- 
ication. Fencing materials are estimated to cost no more than $500.00. 

-2- 



MINERF!.S 

Decisions Status 

M-l.1 
1.2 
1.3 

M-2 
M-3 
M-4 
M-5 
M-6.1. 

6.2 
M-7.1. 

7.2 
M-0 
M-9 
M-10 

Identify sand and gravel sites 
Identify sand and gravel community pits 
Identify sand and gravel sites, future use 
Validity determination, Joe Lott tuff claims 
Revise oil and gas categories 
Revise geothermal leasing categories 
Idnetify clay material sites 
Identify gypsum sites 
Identify gypsum sites, future use 
Identify uranium sites 
Identify uranium sites, future use 
Identify welded tuff sites 
Identify alunite sites 
Establish topsoil removal site 

Respond as needed 
Respond as needed 
No action required 
Respond as needed 
Completed 
Completed 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
No action required 
Completed 

Decisions Requiring Action 

Every Year 

M-1.1, M-1.2, M-2 (Area Office Geologist) Specific actions to be determined 
in response to applicants initiatives. 



Mine Hazard Inventory - Scvier River Resource Area 

Location Quad Nab Description 
Reading Hazard 

(CJ’S) Land status Potential 

A-l. Adit 1285, R3W, Sec. 29: NW& SW% NW& 

2. Adit T28S, R3W. Sec. 29: NV< SW+ SW% 

3. Adit T27S. R3W, Sec. 23: NWrj SEb SU$ 

4. Adit T27S. R3W. Sec. 12: NWb SW* N!& 

5. Adit T27S. R3W, Sec. 11: SE% NE+ NE% 

6. Adit T27S. R3W, Sec. 12: SW% NW% NW% 

7. Adit T27S, R3W, Sec. 10: NE+ SEb SW% 

a. Adit T27S, R3W, Sec. 10: NE+ St's Sti 

9. Decline T27S, R3W, Sec. 9: SW% N!& NEL 

10. Decline T27S, R3W, Sec. 9: SLk NEt NW% 

11. Decline T27S, R3W. Sec. 4: NW-+ SE% Sk% 

12. Aoit T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% SW% NW4 

13. Adit T275, R3W, Sec. 4: SW% SE$ NW% 

14. Decline T275, R3W, Sec. 4: N'& SE% Nti 

:line T275, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% S'& NW% 

ot 1275, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% SW% NW2 

17. Subsidence T27S. R3W, Sec. 4: NW% SE% NW% 

18. Shaft T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: SW% SEk NW< 

19. Shaft T27S. R3W, Sec. 4: SE% NE% NWb 

20. Subsidence T265, R4W, Sec. 21: SE% SW% NEk 

21. Adit 

22. Shaft 

23. Adit 

24. Adit 

25. Adit 

26. Shaft 

27. Decline 

28. Adit 

29. Adit 

30. Shaft 

31. Adit 

r : ‘,; 
I ‘!,a 

,I jI i 
.I.- 

i 

T26S, R4W. Sec. 21: NE% SW% NE+ 

7263, R4W, Sec. 21: NW% SW% NEL 

T26S. R4W. Sec. 25: NE& NW% NE% 

T265, R4W, Sec. 25: N!& NE& NEL 

7265, R4W, Sec. 25: SW% NE% NE% 

T265, R4W, Sec. 24: SW% SE% NE% 

T265, R4W, Sec. 24: NW% NE% SE% 

T26S, R4W, Sec. 23: NW% SW% NE* 

T265, R4W, Sec. 23: SEC SW4 NE% 

T26S, R4W. Sec. 25: SEli SEt NEk 

T265, R4W. Sec. 14: SW% NE& SW% 

Piute Reservoir Portal almost covered, untimbered, approxi- 
mately 20 feet to face. 

Piute Reservoir Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Wood barricade across portal, danger signs, 
bntimbered, unknown extent. 
Portal open, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Portal open, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Open, timbered portal, unknown extent. 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvalr 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

1 

0 

1 

Open, timbered portal, unknown depth. 

Open, timbered portal, caved about 10' back. 

Open portal, untimbered, unknow,n extent. 

Portal almost covered, untimbered, unknown 
extent. 
Wood barricade across portal, danger signs, 
unknown extent. 
Main portal, securely fenced, timbered, 
unknown extent. 
Porta! fenced with chainlink fence, timbered 
unknown extent. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal open, unknown extent 

Portal open, approximately 20' back. 

Open, 15-20' deep, 20-30' across. 

Open. old fence around collar. death in 
eke& of 50 feet. 

_ . 
Open, old fence around collar, depth in 
excess of 50 feet. 
Open, unfenced, 10-15' feep, 10-15' around. 

Open portal, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Open collar, unfenced, depth in excess of 
50 feet. 
Portal open. untimbered, unknown extent. 

Portal open, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Portal o;'an, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Collar open, old wire fence in need of 
repair, depth in excess of 50 feet. 
Portal open, untimbered. open winze reported 
inside. 
Portal timbered, partially caved, unsafe, 
approximately 130' to face. 
Portal open, untimbered, approximately 50 
feet to face. 
Collar open, wire fence in good condition, 
depth in excess of 50 feet. 
Portal partially covered, untimbered, 
approximately 50 feet to face. 

80-120 BLM 

? 

220 

100 

? 

70 

100 

100 

100 

100 

500 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

500 

500 

500 

? 

270. 

150 

60 

? 

90 

Private 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

Private 

Private 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

Private 

Private 

Private 

BLM 

BLM 

8LM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

Private 

Low 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

LOW 

, . 
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Mine Hazard Inventory - Sevier River Resource Area 

Type Location ua.l Ma Description 

Radiation 
Readiny Hazard 

(cps) Land status Pstential -. 

B-l. Adit 

2. Adit 

3. Adit 

4. Shaft 

5. Pit 

6. Pit 

7. Pit 

8. Adit 

9. Adit 

10. Shaft 

11. Shaft 

12. Adit 

13. Shaft 

14. Decline 

.!' 
!it 

1265. R4W. Sec. 14: NE% SW% SW% Antelope Range 

T26S. RJW, Sec. 14: SE% SW% NW% Antelope Range 

T265, R4W. Sac. 14: SW%.SW% NW% Antelope Range 

T215, RlE, Sec. 4: SW% NE% NW% Recmond 

T13S, RlE, Sec. 8: SW% SW% Sm% Gunnison 

T19S. RlE, Sec. 7: SE% SE% SE% Gunnison 

T19S, RlE, Sec. 18: SW% NE% SE% Gunnison 

T19S, RlE, Sec. 18: SE% NW% SE% Gunnison 

T265, R4W, Sec. 20: SE% NE% SE% Marysvale Canyon 

T235, R3W, Sec. 23: SW% NE% Richfield 

T235, R2W, Sec. 25: SE% SW% SW% Sigurd 

T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% SW% NE% MarysvaTe 

T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% SW% NE% Matysvale 

-_. Shaft 

17. Adit 

18. Adit 

T27S. R3W, Sec. 4: SE% NW% NI& 

T275, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% NW% Nti 

T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% NW% NW% 

T275, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% NW% NW% 

T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% NW% NW% 

19. Subsidence T275, R3W. Sec. 4: NE% NW% NW% 

20. Shaft T27S. R3W, Sec. 4: SE% NW% NW% 

21. Adit T27S, R3W, Sec. 4: NE% SW% NW% 

22. Shaft 5275, R3W, Sec. 5: NW% NE% NE% 

23. Adit '1275, R3W, Sec. 6: NW% NW% NE% 

24. Adit T26S, R4W, Sec. 28: SW% SW% SE% 

25. Adit 7275. R3W, Sec. 6: SE% NE% SW% 

. 26. Adit T275, R3W, Sec. 6: SW% SE% SW% 

27. Adit 7275, R3W, Sec. 4: SW% NE% NW% 

28. Shaft 7295, R2+W, Sec. 34: NE% SE% SE% 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Antelope Range 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Antelope Range 

Marysvale 

Harysvalr 

Marysvale 

Phonolite Hill 

‘. -_ 

!- t,; ',7 
9; 

1 
. . i , 
i i. 

.L . "{ 1, 

: * 

Portal partially covered, untimbored, unknown 
extent. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal open, approximately 10 feet to face. 

Collar timbered, open, unfenced. 

Open, unfenced prospect pit, approximately 
10' X 10' X 15' deep. 
Open, unfenced prospect pit, approximately 
10' X 10' X 15' deep. 
Open, unfenced prospect pit, approximately 
20' X 20' X 15' deep. 
Portal open, untimbered, approximately 20 
feet to face. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Collar open, unfenced, approximately 20 feet 
deep. 
Collar open, unfenced, wooden ladder to bottom, 
approximately 50 feet deep. 
Poriai iimbezrd, heavy wooden door, danger 
sign, unknown extent. 
Collar open, approximately 10' X 4', old 
wooden fence in need of repair, ladder down 
shaft. 
Portal caved, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal caved, untimbered, unknown extent 

Collar open, old wire fence in need of repair, 
deoth in excess of 50 feet. 
Portal open, timbered, caved about 15 feet 
back. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent, 
adjacent to road. 
Open, unfenced, approximately 25 feet across 
and 15 feet deep, adjacent to road.- 
Collar with headframe, open on east side of 
headframe with ladder down. 
Portal open, untimbered, flow of fresh air, 
unknown extent. 
Collar with headframe, open on west side of 
headframe with ladder down. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal timbered, caved. 

Portal timbered, wire mesh fence, 
unknown extent. 
Portal open, untimbered, approximately 30 
feet to face. 
Portal timbered, wire mesh fence. unknown 
extent. 
Collar open, unfenced, approximately 4 feet 
by 4 feet, depth in excess of 50 feet. 
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STATE OF UTAH 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Oil. Gas & Mining 

._41 State Office Building * Salt Lake City. UT 84114 * 801-533-5771 

October 24, 1983 

J. Roderick Lister 
AreaManager 
SevierRiverResourceArea 
BureauofLandManagement 
180 NorthlOOEast 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Dear Mr. Lister, 

Thank you for responding (again) to oux 
information in your Resource Area. We will 
coal sites and, as long as weather permits, 
throughthewintermonths. 

f>;: , 1 7 : :' :,1ct.,, '5:. ;' ,,_ j.ll,-,I r _,. s, 

Temple A t?cyr,:,i.;. i~‘:~t.!t,..t, I;::-: ::SI 

Dr. G A. [Jim] Shrrazr,~Dwrsron DIrectc 

repst for mine hazard 
soon complete our inventory of 
will be working on non-coal mines 

Thank you for your cooperation and the assistance of Mr. Branch. 

Sincerely, 

RATHytii?urz 
TEXHNICATm,SPECIALIST c 
-MINE -TIoN PRoJEcr 

KMM:Vp 

on eguo’ owpztun$ employer. please recyc!e cz3e’ 
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1600/2000 
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TITLE: 

DATE: 

AUTHOR: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

Annual Progress Report on the Lands Portion of the Mountain Valley MFP 

October 21, 1983 

Jeffrey M. Daugherty 

Decision L-l 

Considerable progress has been made toward the eventual public sale of the 
parcel located in T. 14 S., R. 2 E., SLB&M. The field examinations, environmental 
assessment, and land report were all completed by the end of FY/83. At the time 
of this writing, 
Federal Register, 

the Notice of Realty Action (NORA) has been published in the 
in a local newspaper, and sent directly to interested parties. 

The modified competitive sale is scheduled to be held on November 22, 1983, at 
the Richfield District Office. The entity (JEB Turkey Inc.) trespassing on this 
parcel will have the opportunity to bid for it along with the other adjoining 
landowners. If not the successful high bidder, the above-mentioned corporation 
must remove all its unauthorized improvements. The successful high bidder may 
negotiate with the current unauthorized user to purchase the improvements, however. 

The State of Utah has filed a State Quantity Grant for the parcel located in 
'fR. 25 S., R. 3 W., S.L.B.&M. This case is scheduled for completion later in FY/84. 

Because of the Richfield District's decision to sell over 600 acres of public 
land located in the Forest Planning Unit during FY/84, I recommend that the third 
parcel, T. 19 S., R. 1 W., S.L.B.&M., be disposed of during FY/85. 

Decisions L-2 & L-3 

Progress on these decisions has centered on actions which assist inthe development 
of a regional landfill operation with Richfield's facility serving as the central 
landfill. The Richfield landfill has been monitored extensively during FY/83. 
Coordination with the Mayor and City Manager has resulted in a central landfill which 
is nearly in compliance with the terms and conditions of R&PP Lease U-29007. A 
bit more clean-up work and the addition of fencing around the main working pit 
are all that really remain to be accomplished. 

In February of 1983, a Sevier Metropolitan Interlocal Project Agency was created 
consisting of the towns of Annabella,-Elsinore, Glenwood, Joseph, Sigurd, and the 
county of Sevier. This agency will administer a regional solid waste disposal . 
system with Richfield's landfill serving as the principal solid waste disposal 
facility. 



Outlying convenience/transfer stations will be located at Elsinore, Annabella, 
and between Monroe and Joseph. The facilities at Elsinore and Annabella will 
be located on non-Federal lands. We have been working with the project agency 
in making the third site available on BLM-administered public lands. The agency 
has filed an application to amend the current R&PP lease which accommodates the 
current Monroe-Joseph dump. About 2% acres of this current lease site will be 
made available to the project agency for the construction and use of one of these 
convenience/transfer stations. Once built and operational, Monroe City has 
pledged in writing to put the remainder of this dump site “to bed” and to 
relinquish its lease. These actions should occur during the fall of 1983 and the 
spring of 1984. Once the system is operational, the Mayor of Elsinore has indicated 
a willingness to clean-up the current trespass dump. rt appears that at least part 
of this dump will be cleaned up as a result of constructing I-70 through this area. 

BLM personnel also met with individuals representing Sanpete County this past year. 
The county was looking into the feasibility of developing a county-wide solid waste 
disposal program and was interested in two BLM sites for possible future landfills. 
One site was located several miles north of Gunnison while.the other was located 
near the mouth of Maple Canyon northwest of Manti. After a preliminary investigation 
by BLM personnel, the county was informed that the Gunnison site appeared to have 
potential; while the Maple Canyon site dtd not. The county has not contacted us 
since regarding this issue. The Sevier River Resource Area will continue to work 
with Sanpete County on the development of a regional landfill system should the 
c0unt.y decide to pursue this idea. 

Decision L-4 

The Sevier River Resource Area is cooperating with Richfield City in clean-up of 
the Venice dump. We are allowing Richfield City to dump refuse in it; In exchange 
for this privilege, Richfield City is covering the refuse each day with a layer 
of compacted soil. Once the pit is filled, the city will place 2 feet of compacted 
soil over it in order to "put it to bed." Once.covered, the BLM will be responsible 
for reseeding the area. A minimum documentation EA has been written to cover the 
action. Work should be completed by the spring of 1984 at the latest. 

Decision L-5 

See report by area geologist. 

Decision L-6 

During FY/83, "letters of.consent'! have been written to the Federal Hl'ghway 
Administration approving the appropriation of BLM-administered lands for two 
additional segments of the I-70 transportation corridor. These include “Be1 knap 
to Sevier” and "Sigurd to Salina." An application is now being reviewed for 
the "Elsinore to South Richfield" segment. A "letter of consent" should be 
issued to the FHWA within the next 30 days. ft is anticipated that the FHWA will 
send in appl'ications for the remaining two segments of this transportation corridor 
during FY/84. These include the "South Richfield to North Richfield" and *'North 
Richfield to Sigurd" segments. Each of the applications will be processed within 
90 days of receipt. 



Decision L-7 

No application submitted. 

Decision L-8 

The Richfield District Office planning coordtnatw has qpproached.the forest 
Service on several occassions regarding.this land transfey, Apparent'ly.the 
Forest Service did not show a great deal of' interest tn pursuT!g the transfer 
at the time. The planning coordinator advised us to respond to.thi:s Issue if- 
the Forest Service approached us about it, 

-3- 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NQRTH 1PO EAST 
Suite F. 

IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

TITLE: Annual Progress Update on the Recreation Portion. of the Mountain 
Valley MFP 

DATE October 28, 1983 

AUTHOR Jeffrey M. Daugherty 

R-l 

This fall we have established ORV photo points in various locations within 
the Mountain Valley Planning Area. Photographs were taken using a 28 mm wide 
angle lens. The points have been plotted on topographic maps with public lands 
indicated in yellow. A staff report is nearly completed which discusses the 
methodology involved and displays the above-mentioned maps and photos. The 
work on this report will be finished as soon as the final photographs are 
developed and returned to us. This should be around the middle or end of 
November this year. 

CR-l -- 

The Sevier River Resource Area doesn't have the expertise to accomplish this 
excavation. The District Archaeologist has informed us that she has requested 
funds for this in the past and was unsuccessful. She will again be requesting 
funds for the upcoming year. 
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AUTHOR: Jim Buchanan i 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
SEVIER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

Review of the Mountain Valley M.F.P. Desicions in Range for North 
Sevier and Piute Planning Units. 

In compliance with the M.F.P., the rangeland monitoring program has been developed, 
implemented and is continued each Fiscal Year. 

However due to funding levels and available workforce no AMPS' ', have been developed 
or implemented thus far. We will attempt to write one AMP during FY 1984 and 
implement this AMP in FY 1985. The AMP will be developed for the Sandledge Allotment. 
Listed below is the schedule for AMP development and implementation for both planning 
units as outlined in the Mountain Valley M.F.P. This schedule is not feasible and there 

: is no possibility of developing that number of A,M.P.S in the fore<:seeable:rfuture. 

N. Sevier P.U. Year Year Piute P.U. Year Year - - -. 

Allotment develop implement Allotment 
Sall's Meadow 

develop implement 
1985 1986 Rocky Ford 1982 1983 

Fishlake 1985 1986 * New Narrows 1983 1984 
Junction 1983 1984 
Marysvale 1984 1985 
Angle Bench 1984 1985 
East Bench II II 

Hodge Ranch 1984 1985 
Kingston Canyon1985 1986 
Cedar Grove 1985 1986 

* This Allotment would contain the existing Allotments of North Narrows, South Narrows 
and Hatch Canyon. 

Progress has been made on the Junction Allotment, the pipeline is functional and the 
fencing is being constructed. This Allotment should be given priority for AMP..' 
development. 

Angle Bench is scheduleafor implementation of improvements this fiscal year along with 
East Bench. The combination of these allotments as outlined in the Mountain Valley 
M.F.P. is not practical. Allotments would be easier to administer with one primary 
user per allotment. This will be addressed in the Environmental Analysis reports$or 
the proposed improvements on these allotments. 



2 

Cedar Grove will have a low priority for AMP ', development because the State of 
Utah has selected 75% of the allotment for an indemmity selection. This allotment 
will be changed to a custodial management scheme. 

Deer Flat and Marysvale Allotment have been combined into the new Marysvale Allotment, 
A grazing schedule has been implemented using a switchback grazing system. The 
Allotment will require water development in both seedings and some fencing before 
an AMP can be implemented. 

Rocky Ford has the pipeline completed and it is functional. Approximately one 
thousand acres should be chained before an,AMP is developed. i 

No other work is planned or has been completed on the other Allotments-outlined for 
AMPS in the Mountain Valley M.F.P. 

\ ‘1 
\ ‘\ ’ \ . 

p- 

P& 

J 



United States epartment of t&e Inter , 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 “‘-“?TH 1fW Eb’jT 

Suite F. 
RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

58) 

STAFF REPORT 

'hlTLE: 

&TE: 

B&THOR: 

Implementation of MFP Decisions Sanpete 

November 23, 1983 

Doug Thurman 

P” 

The following is a listing of allotments and the years they were scheduled for 
&!P development and implementation in the Mountain Valley MF?: 

Mlotment 

nnison Valley 
[Mayfield Ca.) 
hd Canyon 
Little Valley 
i%rth Hollow 
%uth Hollow 

Year AMP .Developed Year AMP Implmented 

1982 1983 
1982 1983 
1982 1983 

'1982 1983 
1982 1983 

Fayette Cattle 1983 1984 
&handle 1983 1984 

&&elope Valley (Long Flat) 1984 3985 
Naple Canyon 1984 1985 
swedes Canyon 1984 1985 
lestside 1984 1985 
Bood Hollow 1984 1985 
Well 1984 1985 
Rock Canyon 1984 1985 
Ffa'ddle Hollow 1984 1985 
Norse Ridge 1984 1985 

Flat Canyon 1985 -I 986 
Rough Canyon (Dry Hill) 1985 1986 

An AMP was drafted for Red Canyon Allotment in FY/1983, however the perm?ttee 
decided to appeal and so the AMP was not completed or implemented. No other 
ANPs have been developed or implemented due to manpower shortages and funding 
limitations for projects. The funding and the manpower situation has not 
improved but we will attempt to write one AMP for FY 1984 for @ither Fayette 
or Little Valley Allotments. No other AMPS are planned at this time. 



Allotment priorities have changed substantially since the MFP was completed 
due to our FY/1983 categorization and priority ranking of allotments. Also 
cahnging our priorities for AMP development has been changes in permittees, 
appeals, and completion of range improvements. 

The following is a current priority listing for AMP development: 

1. Fayette Cattle 

2. Little Valley 

3. (Combination) Antelope Valley, Maple Canyon;, Swedes Canyon, Westside, 
Rough Canyon. 

4. (Combination) South Valley-Chicken Coop. 

Allotments are being monitored and will continue to be monitored. 

% . 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEVIER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 

RlCt%f&f UtbH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

FY/83 Wildlife Update-Mountain Valley 

November 2, 1983 

Larry R. Greenwood, Wildlife Biologist 

MFP 

Recommendation was completed in 1981 and 1982 by allocating 114 AUMs to Antelope 
in the Mountain Valley area. 

WL-2.2 

This recommendation is not viable. The allocation of 197 future AUMs for 
Antelope by 1986 is not realistic. The increase would have to be based on 
monitoring studies and presently the multiple use of the antelope range by 
deer, sheep and antelope makes studies unreliable. The recommendation should 
be rejected. 

WL-3.1 

Grazing decisions were issued in 1981 and 1982 for all of the allotments in 
Mountain Valley. These decisions included allocations to big game. However, 
the decisions did not include any statements about critical deer winter range. 
Again, this recommendation is not viable. The intensive big game monitoring 
program for the resource area is ensuring the protection of critical game range 
and supercedes this recommendation. This recommendation should also be rejected. 

WL-3.2 

Changing livestock season of use to spring use only,will occur in the Chicken 
Coop Allotment within the next couple of years, The livestock operator is 
favorable to this and this change will fit into the overall operation quite 
well. Changes for the other recommended allotments have not occurred to date. 

WL-4.1 

This recommendation was completed in 1981 and 1982 by allocating 14,507 AUMs 
to deer in the Mountain Valley area. 



WL-4.2 

Allocating 26,066 AUMs for deer by 1986 is not a realistic recommendation. 
The intensive big game monitoring program for the area is providing information 
on an allotment basis concerning big game AUMs and range condition and trend. 
It is impossible to say there will be an increase of 11,559 AUMs for deer by 
1986. Changes in allocation will occur as data is summarized and definite 
problems can be documented. This recommendation should be rejected. 

WL-5.1 

Big game winter range was improved in the Gunnison Valley Allotment. 
During the fall of 1982, 647 acres were chained and seeded in the Twist Canyon 
area of the allotment. The seed mixture included important species for big 
game. 

WL-6.1 

Unalloted lands within the planning area that are important big game range were 
retained in public ownership. 

WL-6.2 

The following changes were made as a result of grazing decisions during 1981 
and 1982: 

1) Dry Hill Allotment was combined with Rough Canyon and is now 
grazed by sheep. 

2) Deer Flat Allotment was combined with the Marysvale Allotment and is 
now grazed by cattle. 

3) The Tate Allotment is now allocated for big game only. No livestock 
grazing occurs there now. 

WL-7.1 

This recommendation was completed in 1981 and 1982 by allocating 1,701 AUMs 
to elk in the Mountain Valley area. In fact we far exceeded the recommendation of 
910 AUMs. 

Wl~7.2 

This recommendation was met in 1981 and 1982 by allocating 816 AUMs to elk 
by grazing decisions. 

WL-7.3 

Multiple-Use recommendation rejected. Again, trying to make future allocations 
to big game through an MFP decision is not viable or realistic. The intensive 
big game monitoring program will handle any changes. 

-2- 



WL-8.1 

A controlled burn on 2000 acres of the Plateau and North Cove Mountain Allotments 
for sagegrouse habitat improvement has not been completed. However, 150 acres 
were burned in the adjacent Sandledge Allotment during September, 1983. This 
will definitely improve sagegrouse habitat in the area. Control burns will be 
completed in the future. 

~~~ 
Larry R. Greenwood 

LGREENWOOD:mb 
11-3-83 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

1600 
2710 
(U-058) 

STAFF RPORT 

TITLE: Public Sale Inquiry/Land Status Error in Public Land Records 

DATE: December 15, 1983 

AUTHOR: Jeffrey M. Daugherty 

Earlier this fall Mr. Lane Sorensen stopped by the Sevier River Resource Area 
Office to inquire about the possibility of buying some pub?ic lands. He owns 
and operates a dairy operation about two miles west of Gunnison and was interedted 
in purchasing all or part of the W% NE% Sec. 13, I'. I9 S., R, I W., SLM (Tract I), 
in order to extend this adjacent dairy operation (see attached map). 1 told Mr. 
Sorensen that the isolated nature of the tract might lend itself to a public sale, 
but that we couldn't sell it now because the parcel was within an oil shale with- 
drawal. I did tell him that I would still like to see the tract later in the year 
when I had some time since it is Iocated in the same area as another parcel which 
is mentioned in the Mountain Valley MFP. This second parcel, the E+, SW+, Sec. 12, 
T. I9 S., R. I W., SLM (Tract 2), is one of.three parcels that the MFP mentions as 
sustaining unauthorized use in the form of cultivated f?eIds and the presence of 
"several farm structures". The MFP MuItipIe Use Decision regarding this tract is 
to dispose of it under trespass if not needed for Bureau programs.. The MFP 
Implementation Schedule calls for the sale of this parcel in FY '84. At any rate, 
I wanted to see Tract 2 since r had never been there before. 

On Wednesday, November 30, 1983, ! met with Lane Sorensen and his father and brother 
to inspect Tracts I and 2. Tract I is strictly grazing land which is fenced off as 
a resultof the surrounding private land owners fencing their adjacent private lands. 
I told.the Sorensens.that.the oiI.shaIe withdrawal was scheduled to be revoked in 
the near future and advised them to contact me every several months to find out 
when the revocation had been completed. 

We then inspected Tract 2. Much of-it was under cultivation, and there was anold 
wooden farm building and corrals located in the southeast corner of the tract. The 
Sorensens surprised me by stating that Tract 2 belonged to a Rueben Christensen and 
that they had been leasing this "private" land from him for years. f told them.that 
Tract 2 was BLM-administered public land and that it was scheduled to be sold this 
fiscal year. They were obviously surprised that they were trespassing on federal 
land and asked if I'd check the Sanpete County ownership plats in Manti. f replied 
that I would check these plats and contact.them later concerning my findings. 



The Sanpete County ownership plats definitely showed the property as belonging 
to "Rueben A. Christensen Trustee", 
this ownership plat. 

Additional county records seemed to support 
On Thursday, December 1, 1983, 1 contacted the BLM's Utah 

State Office and was told that Tract 2 was definitely public land. I: also informed 
the Sorensens of my findings. 

On December 12, 1983, Lane Sorensen called me and said.that he had Reuben Christensen 
standing next to him with an abstract of title showing that the subject property 
had been patented to the State of Utah. 1 called Cliff Crelly of the Utah State 
office and asked him to double check the land status of Tract 2. Cliff called back 
later that same day to inform me that an inspection of the Control Document Index 
revealed that the subject land had been patented to.the State of Utah in 1899. 
The action was never platted and the mistake has apparently gone undetected until 
the present. Cliff said he would send me a corrected plat along with a copy of the 
document conveying title. 

T called Mr. Reuben Christensen the same day and spoke with his wife. I explained 
what had happened and apologized for the concern this episode obviously caused. 
Mrs. Christensen was just relieved.that the mistake had been found.. She and Mr.' 
Christensen had already arranged to visit the Utah State Office while up in Salt 
Lake City on business. The US0 was going to furnish them with a copy of the 
document of conveyance and answer any additional questions they might have regarding 
land status. 

Mountain Valley MFP Decision L-I will have to be modified since the subject parcel 
west of Gunnison is privately owned. However, Tract 1 appears to have some potential 
for sale should the oil shale withdrawal be revoked. A more in-depth investigation 
of Tract 1 would have to be completed before making any definite decisions regarding 
its suitability for sale. 

j ’ 2 
)$T i, 

mb 
12-19-83 
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Decided ~e.bruary 14, .l%Q/~~ 

Appeal frcm decision of the Utah State Office,.Bureau of Lard Manage- 
rejecting color-of-title application U-53424. lnent, 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Affirmed. 

1. Color or Claim of Title: Applications 

BLM may properly reject a color-of-title application 
filed pursuant to sec. 1 of the Color of Title Act, as 
amended, 43 U.S.C. !j' 1068 (19821, where the applicanr 
claims chain of title originating with a certificate of 
tax sale to the county, executed prior to the with- 
drawal for Federal purposes. A certificate of tax sale 
does not constitute a conveyance and does not establish 
color of title because the right of redemption hd not 
expired and there can be no adverse possession. 

APPEARWCES: Evan A. Schmutz, Esq., Salt Lake City, Utah, for appellant. 

OPINION BY AD'IINISTRATIVE JUIXE MULLEN 

Richard F. Christensen has appealed frcm a decision of the Utah State 
Office, Bureau of Land Managgoent (BIM), dated July 10, 1984, rejecting 
color-of-title application U-53424. 

On July 13, 1983, appellant filed a class 1 color-of-title application 
for 39.18 acres of lard situated in the NW l/4 NE I./4 sec. 15, T. 13 S., 
R. 4 E., Salt Lake Meridian, Sanpete County, Utah, pursuant to section 1 of 
thee Color of Title Act, as amended, 43 U.S.C. § 1068 (1982). In his applica- 
tion, appellant stated Gt the property has been in his family since Sanpete 
County conveyed it to Elray Christensen, his father, by quitclaim deed dated 
March 14, 1945. Taxes have been paid since that the, a portion of the land 
was cultivated in 1979 ard the property contains approximately S500 mrth of 
improvements. Appellant further stated that he did not become aware that he 
did not have clear title to the land until May 1982. Appllant also listed 
the conveyances upon which he relies to establish his claim of title, starting 
with a tax sale in 1921 to Sanpete Camty from Fritz Christofferson, a subse- 
qufent redemption by Christofferson and another tax sale in 1926. 

By letter dated May 21, 1984, BLM asked appellant to provide c&es of 
the various deeds in his chain of title. Cm June 18, 1984, appellant provided 
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a copy of an "Auditor's Tax Deed," dated April 21, 1931, transferring the 
prc=perty fran the auditor of Sanpete County to the ccunty. The auditor's 
tax deed indicates that the property was originally "sold" to Sanpete County; 
that a certificate of sale, dated December 20, 1926, was executed because of 
Christofferson's failure to pay delinquent taxes; and that the 1926 sale'was 
subject to a statutory 4-year right of redemption. Appellant also provided 
copies of a quitclaim deed, dated March 14, 1945, from the county to his 
fatkr; a warranty deed, dated June 16, 1949, fran his father to his mother, 
Gladys G. Christensen: and a warranty deed, dated August 24, 1966, frcm his 
mother to him. 

In its July 1984 decision, BLM rejected appellant's application because 
appellant's chain of title originated subsequent to the withdrawal of the land 
and, thus, the prprty had not been held in peaceful, adverse ~ssession, as 
required by the Color of Title Act. BLM noted that the land had been temp 
rarily witMrmJn "fran lease or other disposal" by Exec. Order m. 5327, 
dated April 15, 1930, and permanently withdrawn by Public Land Order No. (PLO) 
45322, dated Septenber l3, 1968 (33 FR 14349 (Sept. 24, 1968)). 

In his statgnent of reasons for appeal, appellant contends that, 
although it is proper for BIM to reject a color-of-title application where 
the chain of title relied upon h& originated subsequent to a withdrawal of 
the land, appallant's chain of title originated with the 1926 tax sale to the 
auditor of Saripate County, prior to the April 1930 Executive order temporarily 
witMrawing the lad. 

[l] It is well established that BLl4 may properly reject a class 1 
color-of-title application where the applicant's chain of title originated 
at a time when the lard has been witMrawn or reserved for Federal purposes, 
because the larxd could, therefore, not be held in "peaceful, adverse pcsses- 
sion" as required by 43 U.S.C. S 1068 (1982). John S. Cluett, 52 IBLA 141 
(1!381), and cases cited therein. 

As we noted, appellant claims that his chain of title originated with 
a tax sale conveying the land to a predecessor-in-interest prior to the with- 
drawal. rf that is true, the witMrawa1 would be subsequent to the origin of 
the chain of title and wculd not defeat appellant's application. Mary C. 
Pemberton, 38 IBLA 118 (19781, and cases cited therein. However, in order to 
establish that a chain of title originated as of a particular date, a color- 
of--title applicant must submit a document which, on its face, purports to 
convey title to the land to the applicant or his predecessor-in-interest. 
Jolvl S. Cluett, supra, ard cases cited therein. 

Appellant has sutxnitted a copy of a tax deed dated April 21, 1931, 
which purports to convey title to the prwrty in supprt of his color-of- 
title claim. Pad. Marshall, 82 IBLA 298 (1984). The deed is dated subsequent 
to the April 15, 1930, withdrawal, but states that it is based on a certifi- 
cate of saie, dated December 20, 1926, which is prior to the withdrawal. 

The question then &canes whether appellant can take advantage of the 
period of time that the property was held by the county under the certificate 2 
of sale. In Estate of John C. kinton, 25 iBLR 283, 286 (19761, we held that --- 
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a tax deed breaks "all previous titles" and initiates a new chain.of title. 
Furtberrore, we stated that "[pleaceful, adverse possession * * * cannot 
include any time when the ostensible title was held by a political subdivi- 
sion because of norpayment of taxes.'* &, l see also Beaver v. United States, 
350 F.2d 4, 9-10 (9th Cir. 1965). 

-- 

It might be argued that the Board's biding in Estate of John C. 
Brinton, supra, ld -- wou indicate that, for purposes of determining initiation 
of a chain of title, a color-of-title applicant cannot take advantzqe of any 
pericd of time that a plitical subdivision holds title to land by virtue of 
tax sale proceediqs or otherwise. We did not so bid. Rather, as a tax 
deed initiates a new chain of title, an applicant cannot take advantage of 
an,y time where the political subdivision M taken possession of the land, 
i.le. , "ostensible title," 
it';- In Beaver, supra, 

for nonpayment of taxes and had not yet conveyed 
the court expressed doubts as to whether the state, 

which was merely t&ding property taken for nonpayment of taxes, could be 
said to be in "possession" of the land, under "color of title," as required 
by 43 u.s.c. s 1068 (1982). The court concluded that, in any event, in the 
absence of a stpwing that the state exercised "actual, exclusive, continuous, 
open and notcrious possession of the parcel," this period of time could not 
be consider& as part of the color-of-title applicant's 20-year period of 
adverse possession. Id. at 10-11. 

We are cognizant of the general rule that a ccunty may acquire title 
to lard by adverse possession. 3 Am. Jur. 2d Averse Possession S 140 (1962). 
Moreover, in Bozievich v. Slechta, 109 Utah 373, 166 P.2d 239 (19461, the 
Su:prem Court of Utah held that possession by a county under an auditor's tax 
deed was adverse pssession under the state statute, despite certain defects 
in the tax sale proceeding. The court quoted from an earlier case, Hcme 
Owners' Loan Corn. v. Stevens, 98 Utah 126, 133, 97 P.2d 744, 747 (lm, 
which stated: "The title, by virtue of the sale for taxes and the auditor's 
de&j executed subsequent thereto, =s in the county." (EznpEis added.) 
Wzievich v. Slechta, 166 P.2d at 241. Thus, the State courts in the State 
of Utah have found that a successor in title can rely on adverse pzasession 
by a county pursuant to an auditor's tax deed. 

However, in Bozievich, the Utah State court also reccgnized that a suc- 
cessor in title calnot rely on possession by a county under a tax sale certif- 
icate. The ccurtstated that: 

Such a certificate does not purport to convey title to the 
land. The purchaser of a tax sale certificate knows that the 
legal owner-has a certain definite Fried within which he may 
redeem from the sale and until such period has passed it is pre- 
sumed that *en such purchaser takes posses,sion he takes it in 
subordination to the right of the owner and not adversely to him. 
[Emphasis added.] 

I 
L 

Bozievich v. Slechta, 166 P.2d at 241. Therefore, if we were to accept the 
Eti State court's determination regarding the effect of an auditor's tax 
decti, appellant's claim would still fail. A color-of-title applicant Cannot 

use possession under a tax sale certificate as a basis for his color-of-title 
, 

. 
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claim. The rights under such certificate do not constitute adverse possession 
because the delinquent taxpayer's right of redemption has not expired. There 
can be no color of title in such circmstances. 

In the present case, prior to the April 21, 1931, tax deed Sanpete ' 
County was not "holding" the property herein under color of title. The 
Decmber 1926 certificate of sale did not purport to convey title to the la,?d 
to the county and cannot be relied upon by appellant. Joe Stewart, 33 IBLA 
225 (19771, ati cases cited therein. 

:j 

We conclude'that appellant's chain of title originated subsequent to 
the April 15, 1930, Executive order withdrawing the land and that BIM properly 
rejected appellant's color-of-title application. 

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board of Land 
~zeals by the Secretary of the Interior, 43 CE'R 4.1, the decision appealed 
frmis affirmed. 

Administrative Judge 

we cimcur: 

i y /y&g&~/& 
Pin. Philip Horton 
Chief Ad&istrative Judge 

,’ 
c 

, 
‘; 
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ii 4 United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEVIER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

3800/2000 
(U-058) STAFF REPORT 

TITLE: Implementation of Mountain Valley MFP Lands L-5 Decision 

DATE: September 21, 1983 

AUTHOR: John Branch 

This Staff Report supplements:a..Staff.‘:Reportcon~.the~s.ame subjectldatedJSeptember 
14, 1983. In the previous report it was recommended that the mine hazards 
identified in the Mountain Valley MFP be back filled with tailing material. On 
September 20, 1983 this was accomplished. The four sites effected were also 
contoured and seeded with Crested Wheatgrass and Fourwing Saltbush as well. 
The seed was raked in by hand. 
was less than $ 400.00. 

Total cost for implementation of the decision 



DECISION: - 

y\TIONALE: 

DECISION RECORD/RATIONALE 

Approve proposal to fill in mine hazards in the Gunnison Area. 

The proposed action will eliminate the mine hazards and the 
contouring and seeding will blend the disturbed areas in 
with the surrounding topography. The proposed action is identified 
for implementation in the Mountain Valley MFP. No signifigent 
impacts were found as a result of the environmental assessment 
and it is determined that no environmental impact statement is 
needed. 

‘/Datfl 



E.A. No. 
UT-050-83-98 

Proposal: 

Existing 
Environment: 

Impacts: 

No Action 
Alternative : 

Public -- 
Comment: -- 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Mountain Valley Planning Unit Management Framework Plan 
Land Decision L-5 Implementation 

To fill in four existing prospect pits located west of Gunnison. 
The pits are approximately 10'~ 15' x 15' deep and pose a moderate 
hazard to the general public. All pits would be backfilled with 
tailing material already on the site and the disturbed areas 
contoured to blend with the surrounding topography. Disturbed 
areas would then be seeded. 

All prospect pits are open at the surface and unfenced. These 
pits pose a moderate hazard to small children, and animals as 
they may fall into the pits and be injured or may not be able to 
get out. 

Impacts resulting from implementation of the proposal would be 
positive. The potential hazard to the general public would be 
eliminated. The tailings piles would be pushed back into the 
pits, eliminating them as well. The area would then be contoured 
and seeded to blend with the natural environment. 

The no action alternative would result in the prospect pits 
being left open. ,The hazard potential would remain moderate. 
Injury or death to a member of the public may eventually result 
from implementation of this alternative. 

The L-5 lands decision of the MFP was finalized July 19, 1982. 
Since that time no public comments have been received concerning 
it. No mining claims are known to exist which include the pits, 
therefore no comments are expected to be received from mining 
claimants. If comments were solicited from the general public, 
they would be expected to be favorable towards the proposal 
because of its positive effect on public health and safety. 

5v5A3 
Date Y / 
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ARCtiAEOLOGICAL CLEARANCE 
Gunnison Mine Hazards 

T.l9S., R.lE., sets. 7,8,18 

The proposed sites are located within previously disturbed areas tm 
aqdiid. .& zi. &z'a 
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THREATENED AND ENDANGERED PLANT CLEARANCE 

INTRODUCTION 

BLM land within the Sevier River Resource Area contains two plant 
species which are high priority with regards to Federal Listing 
under the Endangered Species Act. Both of these plants are rare 
and are known to be subject to current threat or endangerment from 
various sources. 

Penstemon wardii A. Gray Ward Beardtongue 

Townsendia aprica Welsh & Reveal 
Last Chance Townsendia 

There is also one plant specie which is officially listed as 
Endangered under the Endangered Species Act- Federal Register No. 
198 10/11/79. 

Sclerocactus wrightiae L. Benson 
Wright Fishhook Cactus 

Populations of these three plant species have been located and 
documented within the Resource Area. Habitat information and 
requirements are known and can be applied to various actions accordingly. 

REFERENCE SOURCES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Welsh, S.L. 1978. Endangered and Threatened Plants of Utah; A 
Reevaluation. Great Basin Naturalist 38 (1) :118. 

Greenwood, L.R. 1980. Endangered, Threatened or Sensitive 
Plant List- Richfield District. 

Endangered, Threatened or Sensitive Plant photograph collection- 
Sevier River Resource Area- Photos verified by Dr. Welsh of 
BYU. 

Endangered, Threatened or Sensitive plant location and habitat 
data summary for the Richfield District- Data taken from 
mounted specimens contained in the BYU Herbarium; computer 
printout for the BYU Herbarium; and plants collected by L. 
Greenwood and subsequently verified by Dr. Welsh. 

Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Plant location overlay 
for the Sevier River Resource Area. 



6. SRRA Herbarium - Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Plant 
collection for the Sevier River Resource Area. 
by S.L. Welsh of BYU. 

All specimens verified 

T&E OCCURRENCE 

Populations of the three described plant species do not occur in the area 
of concern. Therefore there would not be any adverse impacts to T&E 
plant species. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Allow the action to take place. 

i’ ‘\ 
, 

2 ?. 
‘t 

c- 1 . 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

2000/31300 
(U-058:) 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

TITLE: Implementation of Lands L-5 Recommendation, Mountain Valley 
Planning Unit 

DATE: September 14, 1983 

AUTHOR: John Branch 

The L-!S multiple use decision identified in the Mountain Valley Planning Unit 
Management Framework Plan requires ':t~le,-:~7;o~~plg:!o'ffippen.-~~ne“;l?aaar;ds ILn the 
Gunnison area by the end of fiscal year 1983. These hazards consist of shallow 
prospect pits approximately 10 to 15 feet square and 10 to 15 feet deep. The 
multiple use decision requires the pits be backfilled with the tailing material. 

On September 8, 1983 I examined the hazards. Three of the prospect pits pose a 
moderate hazards to the public and could be easily filled in with the mine tailings 
which exist on the site. A fourth site, which poses a low hazard potential, is 
located is the same area as the other three and should also be filled in and 
contoured to blend with the surrounding topography. 

All backfilling would need to be done with a medium sized bulldozer. The work 
would take less than a full day to accomplish and could probably be done for less 
than $ 500.00. 

No mining claim location notices were found during the field exam and no record 
of mining claims recorded in the area could be found on BLM microfiche dated July 
7, 198:3'. It is therefore concluded that the pits are abandoned and that no legal 
constraints with regards to the mining laws exist which would prevent the decision 
from being implemented. 
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. . TITLE: 
- '.. 

DATE: 
' 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT . 

IN “y;;ij’:“.” -I<, 

(U-058). 

.Sevier River Resource Area .. 
. .' 

* P.O. Box 705 
,',. .'. . . ., 

*.. 
'. Richfield, Utah 84701 * -. .: ' ,. :: '> :I ' ,: 

‘. 

STAFF REPORT '* ', * .: 1 .\' ,,_" - ;_ . 

Current Status and Recommendations for Future Action'Regarding 
Mountain Valley MFB Multiple Use Decision L-l . : ' ' . . 

. 

November i8, 1982‘ . ,- 

. 
; : : .., ‘I , 

., -. %’ . .. 

. ;‘. *. 
_\‘..’ ._ .’ 

. . . . . 
: 

‘, 

,Jeffrey !I. Daugheriy 
. . . -. . . . (. _’ 

AUTHOR.: ‘:G. . . . ., ,_ ‘+. , , 
. . . . . L.’ .,.,: 

-.‘I * ..‘: _ .;.; 

. MFP Decision L-l recognizes the fact that there is agricul&al trespass on ' : .' 
three separate tracts of land in the Sevier River Resource Area. It says 

.' '< to “dispose Of tracts under trespass if not needed for Bureau programs," 
., . . : 

'.. , ', It goe!s on to stipulate that any disposals be in conformance with Executive ' 
.', Order 11988 which deals with floodplains. 
. ~ No action has been taken on this. _ 

.i ; decision to dater 
.-- . ..' . . '. . : r . 

The State of Utah has applied for the tract.in .i, 

. . 8 * '. 
. . - .: . ~ 

.statd'selection. 
‘25 s it. 3 W., under.a X : 

* The application has not yet been rece?ved at the district 
or area,offices, however. 1 recommend that this parti'cular parcel be disposed . - ': .of .to the state upon receipt of an'applidation. This action would, of course, 

i ..*:: be subject to Executive Order 11988 and the findings of the standard reports. 
. . .a . ' _,-._ . . 

? ',- ,The' other two t&ts have been identified for sale as part of the "Asset ' 'Y '--- * .. ' 



United States Ikpartment of the Interior 
IN REPLY ILCIZP TO 

7600 
.*“REA” oF iAND MANA&MENT .’ ” . . :. i” .:*.t ‘.:- (U-058) ; 

I’ t 
Sevier River Resource Area 

.' P.O. Box 705 I i : -:- ;, y ; , : ; J; : : : ' :. : . : .' I 
0 : , Richfield, Utah 84701~ f? ,* 1 . F ', ) ' ; : : .: I I . . .. ,. 

STAFF REPORT . :' '-y,,';':'-' i '; i 
. . ;. 

'* . . ;"y(, 
. ' i 

I 
TITLE;‘ "Current Status and Recommendations for Future Actions Regarding 

; 

r:;C,;,,,i Mountain Va‘iley MFP Multiple Use Decisions L-Z, L-3 and L-4 ,'; :. " ','- 
i 
i 
I 

DATE;. November 18, 7982 I.,,.; ,. 1 .' ".,yi::.:, ' ;,;; :I :"*..' ~, :', "Y". i " ,'{ ;.i _: 
' _. i,". . 6.. I 

AUTHOR: Jeffrey M. Daugherty 
- . ::. 

' *" : ":I. .' ' . ., ,. ,'. - . 

MFP Decisions L-2, L-3 and L-4 all deal with resolving the problems associated 
with open dumping. In Decision L-2, waste disposal sites serving the communities 
of Gunn'ison, Mayfield, Salina, Monroe and Circleville are to be converted to . 
sanitary landfil7s. All five of these sites are currently under Recreation and 
Public Purpose Leases. Decision L-3 deals with c'leaning up unauthorized dump 

. * sites near the communities of E7sinore, 
and Kingston. 

Sevier, Burrville, Koosharem, Marysvale 
Public land is to be made available to these communities for 

appropriate and approved solid waste disposal sites. And finally, Decision L-4 
requires that the former Venice Dump be cleaned up via BLM force account crew 
action. . 

. . 

Before going any further, the Salina site is no longer an issue. The town 
has constructed a new 7andfi77 on city-owned land located about a mile east of 
the town. The BLM issued a, road right-of-way (U-47327) across public lands to 
provide the city with access to this new site. The grant stipulated that the 

. old landfill be cleaned up and this has been accomplished just recently. We are 
now requesting that Salina City relinquish the R&PP Lease under which the old 
dump was authorized. I : 

Excluding the previously mentioned Salina site, none of the aforementioned'sites 
have bleen converted to sanitary landfills. Most of the communities listed have 
been c'ontacted at one time or another over the past five or six years about 
cleaning up their particular site. lJsual7y these contacts were the result of a 
Utah State Office request for a.compliance check on a site under R&PP lease or 
as a result of an occasional random compliance check. The Sevier River Resource 
Area's efforts were, quite frankly, not as strong in this area as necessary 
becaus#e of a lack of a full-time surface protection specialist throughout many 
of these years. , ,. . . . . . 

During the past several years, however, a great deal of pressure has been 
exerted on several of the above-mentioned communities. In July of 1980, the 
Utah State Office requested that we do a compliance check.on Richfie7d's 
landfill (R&PP Lease U-29007). 

. 
*. 

'. 1.. * . **. '. 
:. -I . . *a .,' : . . ',.. _,.* , 
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&,? began a particularly strong effort to pressure Richfield,into bringing,its 
disposal Site into Compliance, 

. 
. 1 i 

In February of 1981,. we were aided somewhat in our efforts by the Utah State 
Department of Health. The state, under the direction of the Resources 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, was to conduct an on-site inventory of 
all disposal sites in the state. The names of those which did not meet the 
federal criteria were to be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency for publication on a national open dump inventory list. In March of 1981, 
we accompanied the state people on their inventory of the Salina, Richfield, 
Sigurd, Venice, Elsinore end Monroe-Joseph sites (see attached Staff Report}. 
The state personnel concentrated their initial efforts on those landfills in the 
Sevier River Vailey of Sevier County. All of the above-mentioned communities 
received subsequent letters from the state informing them that their sites were 
"open dumps" and requesting that they contact the state to set up compliance 
schedules. (Unfortunately, this state program is now defunct due to lack of 
funding and apparent policy changes at the federal level). We used the opportunity 
to write our own certified letters to the above-mentioned communities as well as 
Marysvale, Sevier and Circleville. The letter concerning the Sevier and Venice . 

'sites was sent to the Sevier County Board of Commissioners. These letters 
.explained that we had conducted our own inventory of these sites and detailed the 
problems. The letters asked the appropriate city or county officials to contact 
us so-that a compliance solution could be worked out. 
contacted us as we had requested. ‘(Note: 

Only Elsinore ever really 
Richfield was not sent a letter since 

we had already been working closely with town officials). 

Richfield City was apparently concerned'enough that they contracted with an 
engineering firm to study the solid waste problem. In fipril of 1981, the firm 
recommended that the present Richfield facility be turned into a central landfill 
for those communities in Sevier County which elected to aarticiaate in a central 
landfill system. We let Richfield City know- we fully supported'such a program. 

At the current time, the central landfill concept is nearing reality. The towns 
of Richfield, Glenwood, Sigurd, Elsinore, Monroe-Joseph, Annabella and Sevier 
Courrty [which would include Venice and Sevier) have signed an interlocal agreement 
creating the Sevier Metropolitan Interlocal Solid Waste Agency. Richfield's 

*disposal site will be the main facility. Convenience stations (dumping) will be 
provided near Annabella, Elsinore-and Monroe where people can take their refuse. 
A large John Deere trash compactor has already been purchased and bids have 
been advertised for additional equipment. 

We have been cornzentrating our compliance eiforts lately on those towns involved 
in ,this centraj landfill system. At times it appeared that the system would not 
get off the ground because of the reluctance of certain communities. Therefore, 
last winter we sent another set of certified letters to those entities to whom we 
had sent similar letters the year before. The idea was to keep the pressure on. 
We feel that once the central landfill system is functional, this will serve as 
a model for other communities in our resource area. In fact, in August of this 
year we received a letter from the Mt. Pleasant City Administrator who informed us 
that the communities in Sanpete County were looking at a countywide landfill. We 
are presently dealing with Sanpete County on identifying appropriate lands for _ 
one or perhaps two county landfill sites,, . 

2 
. . 

. 
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1 recommend that our efforts over the next several ye,ars be concentrated in 
1 

$0 principle areas. First, we should continue to pressure Richfield City 
i 

and the other tOwn5 PartiCipating in the Sevier Metropolitan Interlocal Solid. 
i 

~ I 
bIasto Agency to make this system operational, Ini.tjal efforts should be i 
concentrated on 'the Richfield disposal site since it will serve the other :. 
participating communities. tie will also work with towns like Monroe and 

i 

Elsinore who have contacted US about making land available for outlying 
I . 

' convenience (dumpster) stations. Once this system is operational and the 
Richfield; site is in compliance, we can then pressure towns like Monroe, ' . '._ 

) 

Elsinore and Sevier to clean up the present sites which wil'ino longer be used. 
1 

b ; 

The second area is providing public land to the communities of Sanpete County 
I 

' ' 
for a central landfill. Wo should assist the county in selecting suitable publjc. 
land and in completing the R&PP application, An eventual central landfill system . 
in Sanpete County wou'id mean that the current Gunnison and Hayfield facilities 

1 

ccluld be closed. 
i 

. ,. . d 
:. _ '. . I. ' . . 

Decision L-4 could be programmed to be accompi;shed by the. force account crew .' .- 
in Fisca'i Year '84. . ..' 
. . .' . . : ,. . * _. _'. ,.' ~ '_. : . *.- I - . . . . .'. . ~, 

_-.. :Progress toward the achfevement of these decisions may‘progress slowly because “: 

. ,. i; of.the reluctance of many of these towns to change the status quo as-well as ..' i. 
. . . *. ,our own lack of a surface protection specialist. : .:> '_ . ..4 ..'.C.- ! ', . ._ .. :. .~ ._.;. .:_, ..:. ,.* .:.: 
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TITLE: 

DATE: 

AUTHOR: -- 

United States Department of the Interior 
iI-4 lF.YLY Ut.FtY ‘TO 

/A c.> 0 

-2800- - 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Sevier River Resource Area ' 
P.O. Box 705 

(U-058) 
. . . 

. . Richfield, Utah. 84701 
. . 

. STAFF REPORT 
’ 

Current Status and Recommendations for Future Actions Regarding 
Mountain Valley MFP Multiple Use Decisions L-6 and L-7 

November 9? 1982 
. . . ..e. : .:' 

es. 
.'. . 

Jeffrey M. Daugherty 
. . - 

The Mountain Valley MFP Multiple Use Decision L-6 says that we should "identify 
and designate a proper width corridor for the new Interstate Highway I-70 
through Sevier Valley from Salina, Utah to Cove Junction." Rather than formally 
designating a corridor, District and Area lands and planning specialists feel 
that what was meant here was the issuance of an appropriate right-of-way to 
accommodate the UDOT's needs, while at the same time allowing the BLM to include 

. . stipulations mitigating adverse impacts to Public Lands. '. . . . . . . . : 
' The Utah Department of Transportation is applying for rights-of-way along the 

proposed interstate highway in six separate segments.- The SRRA has already . . 
written the land report for the Sevier to Junction and Junction to Elsinorc 

..segments. We recommended to the Utah State Office that these segments be granted.- . 
The S,,O. actually grants these rights-of-way. A third segment, Sigurd to Salina, 

. . has been received at the SRRA but has not been processed yet. The three . 1. 
remaining segments have yet to be submitted. 

'_ 
*. :'We recommend that the current appl.ication be processed here in the SRRA by the'. 
. ,: ' end of February, 1983. The other two segments should be processed within the 

: .-120 day processing time limit once they are submitted. t. ',- 

Mountain Valley MFP Decision L-7 states that we are to "designate a transporta- . 
: ,tion Icorridor across public lands between Junction and Circleville, Utah,of 

sufficient width to accommodate the reconstruction of route U.S. 89 in this area." . 
* The UDOT has not yet submitted a right-of-way application for this. The agency 

'.,.-has informed me that they still plan on going through with this realignment of 

. U.S. ,89, but that I-70 is top priority now. It will probably be a year or more 
before' the resouce area sees an application. It is recommended that, as in 

.'l-6, 'we process the right-of-way application within 120 days of its receipt. -.,,-, 
. . ,' .? . . _ . .I. 
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Memorandum 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

United States Department of the Interior U-50756 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
2620 

UTAH STATE OFFICE (U-930) 
324 SOUTH STATE, SUITE 301 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 8411 I-2303 

To: District Manager, 

From: State Director ,, 

Subject: State Quantity Se 

Please review your decision 
quantity selection applicat 
information found in 43 CFR 
No. 81-156 (copy enclosed), 

Richfield 

ection Application&50756 

to do a planning amendment in processing state 
on U-50756. In reviewing, please use the 
1610.8(a)(3), Washington Instruction Memorandum 
and U.C.A. 65-l-44 which states: 

II 

levels, access rights,-and al 
or historically have dictated 
the land user and the federal 

I permittee or lessee to the la 
in the acquisition of federal 

. ..Upon selecting, exchanging, or otherwise acquiring lands of. 
the United States, the board shall honor all leases, permits, 
contracts, and terms and conditions of user agreements on United 
States' lands including permitted stocking rates, grazing fee 

1 existing activities that currently 
an understanding of usage between 
government. Improvements of the 

nd shall be also honored by the state ' 
lands." 

If you decide that a planning amendment is not required, you should publish 
'a notice in the Federal Register announcing that, after further review, 
you have determined that a planning amendment is not required and that one 
will not be prepared. If you decide that a planning amendment is still 
required, please submit your rationale in writing to the State Director 
(U-930) for review. 

If you have any questions, please contact Milton Rupp, 524-3142. 

1 E:nclosure 
Encl. 1 - WO IF1 No. 81-156 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND hlANAGEMENT 

WASHIh'CTON, D.C. 20240 

lx REPLY RLf-iLR To: 

2621(321) 
1601(202) 

Instruction Memorandum No. 81-156 ._ December 30, 1980 

‘To : State Directors 

IFrom: Director . . 

!Subject: Guidance for Determining Whether State Indemnity Seections 
(SISs) are in Confomance with Existing MFPs 

Ihis memorandum is intended to supplement the 43 CFR 1601.0-5(c) definition 
of conformance to provide more detailed and specific guidan,ce for determining 
whether SISs are in conformance with existing MFPs. The guidance provided 
in this memorandum pertains only to conformance determinations for SISs. It 
documents the verbal guidance provided at the BLM State Director's Meeting in 
Denver on October 9, 1980, and recognizes the fact that (1) disposition of 
public land by state selection is seldom if ever specifically mentioned in 
IQPS and (2) satisfaction of State selections are considered to be very much 
in the public interest. 

EZven though our plans are for'the-most part silent 
some instances, the uses and management guidelines 
a basis for reaching a conclusion as to whether an 
with the plan. 

. 

with regard to SISs, in 
within the plan do provide 
SIS is in conformance 

The following supplemental guidance is to be used in making a determination 
if an-SIS is in conformance with an existing MFP where SISs are not specifically 
provided for in the plan. 

SISs are considered to be in conformance with an existing Ml? if one of 
the following conditions prevail: 

1. No Anticipated Change In Existing Use 

If it can be determined that' the use of the lands will not appreciably 
change upon being transferred to State ownership from that now provided 
in the MFP, the SIS is considered to be in conformance with the existing 
MFP: 

Example: A tract of high value timber land for which the existing M!Z 
has already considered competing values and concluded that 
the land should be managed for full timber production. 1thas 
been determined that no other commercial values higher 
than timber production exist and there is no reason to believe 
the land will not continue to be managed as now prescribed'bg 
the MFP. The geographic location and physical attributes of the 
land also indicate that a change of use is very unlikely. 



2 

If a determination of conformance cannot be reached utilizing the 
(criteria above, the criteria described in Section 2 below should then 
;be utilized; 

12. No Anticipated Loss of Significant Public Values 

If it-can be determined that no significant public values will be : 
lost or impaired which the MFP indicated should be 'preserved, due to 
the transfer of the lands to State ownership, the SIS is considered . 
to be in conformance with' the existing MFP. 

, Example: A 160-acre tract of public land needed for expansion of 
'a local community. The MPP does not indicate that the 
tract is..suitable for disposal. However, the MFP does 
indicate that no significant public values exist such as 
cultural values, endangered wildlife habitat or species, 
etc. In the event significant public values do exist, a 
determination that the plan is in conformance can only be 
made if there are sufficient S-tate and local laws (land 
use planning controls) to insure that the values will be 
protected. 

'The satisfaction of indemnity selection rights and disposal of parcels . 
of public lands for that purpose have been determined by the Secretary 
to be "serving the national interest" in the context of Section 102(a)(l) 
of PIPMA (WO Instruction Memorandum No. 81-34). Therefore, a great deal 
of common sense in conjunction with a liberal interpretation of the above 
criteria should be used in making conformance determinations for SISs. . 
Only in those instances where a change of use is determined eminent or 
where significant public values would be lost, which the MPP indicated 
should be saved, should an SIS be concluded to be in nonconformance. 
When such a conclusion is reached, and assuming that the SIS has merit 
and should be considered, the formal consideration is accomplished through 
an MPP amendment. Depending on the significance of the anticipated 
finpact and the decision strategy involved, an appropriate type of amendment 
plcocedue should be selected utilizing WO Instruction Memorandum No. 80-401. 

WO Instruction Memorandum No. 80-109 provides general guidance for deter- 
mining whether a proposed action is in conformance with an existing MPP 
(Section 1601,8(b)(3)). This guidance should be continued to be used for 
al!1 1601.8(b)(3) determinations with the specific exception of SISs. 
Where an SIS is determined to be in conformance utilizing the guidance in 
this memorandum, that determination should be considered proper and not 
contradictory to WO Instruction Memorandum No. 80-109. Each conformance 
determination made pursuant to the guidance in this memorandum must be in 
writing and explain the reasons for that determination. 
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Tn those situations where an SIS is located in an area not covered by an 
existing MFP, the procedures contained in 43 CFR 1601.8(c) should be 
followed. The same criteria as set forth in Sections 1 and 2 should be 
utilized in determining whether the SIS is suitable for disposal. 

Please contact the Director (ZOZ), Cordon Cheniae, FIX 343-5682, if you 
have any questions regarding the guidance in this memorandum. 

c!$i.//+L. . . 
Associate Director 

. 
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Department of the Interior 
IN REPLY REFER TO 

UREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 

2622 

324 SOUTH STATE, SUITE 301 
u-50757 

LT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841.1 I-2303 (U-942) 

DEC 8 1986 

HLM Ft;Ci?ri*4i: 

CERTIFIED MAIL - Return Receipt Requested 
L___-- 

Ilk-C 1 L.-v- ). 1 1986 
Ralph Miles, Director 
Division of State Lands and Forestry 
3 Triad Center, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, UT 84180-1204 

Dear Ralph: 

Enclosed is Quantity Grant Clear List No. 44 conveying title from the United 
States of America to the,State of Utah. This clear list describes 80 acres 
pursuant to your application for Miner's Hospital No. 128. 

The acknowledgement of receipt of this document by the State is necessary for 
our records. Please return the duplicate signed copy to the Bureau of Land 
Mainagement. 

Sincezly yours, 

State Director 

Enclosures: 
As Stated Above 

. 
i i>’ 

,, . 

Receipt is acknowledged of Quantity Grant No. 44 for Miner's Hospital.purposes 
th+s day of , 19-: ; .;; 

. . . ' .",: I .~ . 
. z \ I I..,. ;: 

,'.U '.: 1.. -', I .,- : : ..-. .,'. ..c.. 
.:~ :_ : -,, q.,-. 

.. "' : . . .. '. ;.';I. r".: 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the annexed copy of Clear List No. 44 is a true and 
literal exemplification of the original issued by me on this date, 
- DEC 8 1% . 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto 
subscribed my name and caused the seal 
of this office to be affixed at Salt 
Lake City, Utah, on the date and year 
above written. 

i 

. 
? l 
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2622 
u-50757 
(U-942) 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

UTAH CLEAR LIST NO. 44 

The State of Utah has selected the following described lands in part 
satisfaction of the 50,000 acres for Miner's Hospital purposes made by the Act 
of July 16, 1894 (28 Stat. 1101, and February 20, 1929 (45 Stat. 7252): 

Serial Number Utah 50757 
Filed February 25, 1982 

ZIlt Lake Meridian, Utah 

Subdivision Section 
&NW+ 22 

Township 
25 S. 

* 
. 

Total 80.00 acres 

Thie selected lands have been found to be subject to selection being surveyed 
unreserved public lands of the United States, free from adverse claims of 
record and have been classified as subject to selection by the State and open 
to disposition in accordance with the provisions of Section 7 of.the Taylor 
Grazing Act, as amended 49 Stat. 1976; 42 U.S.C. Sup 315F). 

Reports received from the Minerals Section of the Bureau of Land Management 
indicate that the selected lands are not valuable for minerals other than oil 
and gas, sodium, potash, and geothermal. 

Therefore, and pursuant to Delegation of Authority, Bureau of Land Management 
Manual 1203 of February 9, 1983, this list embracing 80.00 acres is hereby 
approved subject to valid rights existing at date of selection; 

EXCEPTING AND RESERVING TO THE UNITED STATES from the lands so clear listed: 

1. Right-of-way thereon for ditches and canals constructed by the 
authorit of the United States. 
391; 43 6.s.c. 945; 

Act of August 30, 1890, 26 Stat. 
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2. All oil and gas, sodium, potash, and geothermal in the land so 
patented; and to it, or persons authorized by it the right to 
prospect for, mine, and remove such deposits from the same upon 
compliance with the conditions and subject to the provisions and 
limitations of the Act of July 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 509, as 
supplemental; 30 U.S.C. 121-1241, the Act of March 4, 1933 
(47 Stat. 15701, and the Act of December 24, 1970 (84 Stat, 
1566. 30 U.S.C. 1001-1025). 

Th'e area heretofore certified under this grant together with lands included in 
the list, aggregates 47,579.74 acres. 

DEC 8 1986 
- 

Date 
STATE DIRECTOR 
UTAH STATE OFFICE 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
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IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

6840 
(U-0521) 

SUBJECT: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

RICHFIELD DISTRICT OFFICE 
150 EAST 900 NORTH 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 
Ji!.: / ,,I,. 

i 
-. 

i on, 
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STAFF REPORT 

Locations of Townsendia aprica Populations 

DATE: March 10, 1988 

AUTHOF!: David Young and Larry Greenwood 

The attached locations for Townsendia aprica 
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are summarized and should be 

added to the MSA data base for the Sevier River Resource Area. Also, the data 

should be used in the preparation of SRRA's EIS/RMP. A D-Base III file has 

been set up and this data will be added to the other T&E data. 

cc: 
SRRA 
Planning Environmental Assessment c/ 



TOWNSENDIA APRICA POPULATIONS 
11/5/87 

SEVIER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

1) T., 25 S., R. 5 E. 

2) T,, 24 S., R. 5 E. 

3) T,, 26 S., R. 5 E. 

4) T,, 26 S., R. 5 E. 

5) T,, 26 S. ; R. 5 E. 

6) T.. 24 S., R. 5 E. 

7) T. 24 S., R. 5 E. 

43) T. 24 S., R. 5 E. 

9) T. 24 S., R. 5 E. 

10) T. 21 S., R. 1 E. 

11) T. 22 S., R. 1 W. 

12) T. 23 S., R. 1 W. 

13) T. 23 S., R. 1 W. 

14) T. 22 S., R. 1 W. 

15) T. 23 S., R. 1 W. 

16) T. 22 S., R. 1 E. 

SE1/4NW1/4 Sec. 15; Sec. 22 

S1/2 Sec. 31 and T. 25 S., R. 5 E. E7/2NW1/4 

NW1/4 Sec. 3 

SE1/4NW1/4 Sec. 16 

SW1/4SE1/4 Sec. 17 

NW1/4 Sec. 11 and NE1/4 Sec. 14 

S1/2SE1/4 Sec. 7 

NWl/4NW1/4 Sec. 2 

NW1/4SWl/4NW1/4 Sec. 8 

NWl/4NW1/4 Sec. 27 (probably T. jonesii var. lutea) 

SE1/4NW1/4SW1/4 Sec. 13 ' " ' " II 

SW1/4NW1/4NE1/4 Sec. 30 " " ' " II 

SE1/4SE1/4SW1/4SW1/4 Sec. 8 ' ' " II 

SE1/4NWl/&SW1/4 Sec. 13 ' " ' ' II 

NE1/4 Sec. 5 II II II II II 

NE1/4SW1/4 Sec. 25 II II II II II 

-. 



. - -- __.- 

UNITEDSTATES ' 
DEPARTXENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUKEAUOF LANDMANAGE?JENT 

Name IMFP) 

Mountain Valley P.A. 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP .I L Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES I T,-1 Twr& 
-- 

Objective: -- . 
Eliminate the unauthorized agricultural use of public lands on the following sites: 

T. 14 S., R. 2.E., Sec. 25 SEGw+ +yd+~ -i-D Gab% ck+hS&/\ 
T. 19 S., R. 1 W., Sec. 12 Em+ - erP-'- =v=r, 0-43 p+&. is,& 
T. 25 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 22 E@W$ --f b-a wJ'&-ed 4-e St4 tic 

Rationale: __I- - " . 

The need exists to cor_rect theunauthorized use of public lands identified in the URA, 
Unauthorized Use section according to trespass procedures. These lands have been 
exclusively used as private landholdings by the individual trespassers to the exclusion 
of the general pinblic. 

The nature of the trespasses include the use of the land on T. 14 S.i for a poultry 
shelter (s) and range, on T. 25 S., the storage of forage products (bales) on a small 
segn-mnt of public land adjacent to a local dairy and on T. 19 S. several farm struct- 

- ures have been built and the land cultivated for some type of crop production. 
I 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner providing the maximum 
benefit to the general public and to correct past abuses (BI&l Manual 1602, 1.12). 

t i: 

/ 

---- - _--_ 
-we----.-p_.P 
I /,r.~lrltr !iWl.P on r~~t’CfS~*~ Form IWO-20 (April 197.5) 



UNITED STATES 
f- 
1. DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
' BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

- 

Name f.hfFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 
Lands 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-l.1 Step 3 

Reconmendation. -- -_--- Rationale: - --- 

Initiate action to correct agricultural 
trespasses on approximately 200 acres of 
BLM land by the disposal procedures re- 
latingr to sales outlined in Title II, of 
FLPMA. 

The lands in trespass are not a part of 
the grazing program or the allotment 
system and have not been identified as 
being essential for resource management 
within the planning area. For the most 
part, land management would be difficult 
because of the isolated location of these 
lauds in relation to other public lands. 

Needs: Support 

These lands have probably become an in- 
tegral part of the overall fanri operations 
of those trespassing individuals. Accord- 
ing to Sanpete County records, taxes are 
currently being paid on those lands located 
in T. 19 S.; R. 1 W., Sec. 12 eventhough 
the Master Title Plat shows those lands 
as being part of the public's domain. 
The lands in T. 25 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 22 
lie within the boundary of the 100 year 
flood plain and would he largely unaffected 
by any flood activity. E.O. 11988 describes 
disposal of public lands lying in a 
floodplain. 

Reality Specialist-needed to provide an 
EARandLands Report. 

Appraiser-needed to determine fair market 
value of public land to be sold. ______------------------------------------- 

Multiple-Use Analysis 
The current use, although unauthorized, does not conflict with existing or proposed 
resource uses. 

Economically, there would be a moderate to high negative impact resulting from 
the sale of these lands in the present. Current market value is based on the- lands 
ability ti provide forage in some form in relation to agriculture and its location 
in tems of development. Prices could range anywhere from $100 to $1500 per acre 
depending on the use the land is toheput. Front end capital investment could 
start at $4000 and he as high as $80,000 for those lands with gccd agricultural 
potential. The land south of the townof Monroe couldbequite expensivebecause 
of its capability for urban or industrial development hased on its prety to the 

-..tcwn. A moderate to high positive impact could result in the long run from this sale 

i '3 pmperty values increased over time adding to the total dollar value of the new 
'+ J ,jner's assets. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
~lu.s?ri~rfions on rewrSe) Form 16c)O-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.CfFP) 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 T, , Step 3 

Multiple Use Re cammdations 

Lands L-l.1 

1. Initiate proper procedures to 
abate trespass. Dispose of tracts 
under trespass if not needed for 
Bureau programs. 

Reasons 

1. Trespass abatanent is a high 
priority work item, 

Support Needs Alternatives Considered 

1. Trespass actions 
2. ILand classification 
3. .Archaeologicalandmineral 

investigation & EAR. 
4. (Sales preparation. 
5. lConducting sale. 

Decision :* -- 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the provision that all 
disposals shall be in conformance 
with Executive Order 11988. 

1. Take no action. 
2. Trespass occupant and issue order 

remove improvemen tandcease use. 

Reason 

See rationale for specialist recommendation. 

E.O. 11988 directs all Federal agencies 
to reduce the risk of flood loss, to. 
minimize the impacts of floods on‘human 
safety, health and welfare, and to restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial 
values served by floodplains in carrying 
out their responsibilities for: 

1. acquiring, managing, and disposing of 
Federal lands and facilities; 

2. providing Federally undertaken, 
financed, or assisted construction 
and improvements; 

3. conducting Federal activities and 
programs affecting land use, including 
but not limited to water and related 
land resources planning, regulating, 
and licensing activities. 

Note: Att.ach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~~.~:rrrciiou.s on reuersci 
- 

. Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES ’ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. 

Name IMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-2 

Objective 

Improve BLM land quality and minimize environmental degradation on five authorized 
waste disposal sites located in the town of Gunnison, Mayfield, Salina, Monroe and 
Circleville by the end of 1982. 

Rationale: --- 

The need exists to qpgrade present dumping practices on EZN'lands to comply with 
the mandates of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (PL 94-580) dealing with 
solid waste disposal and State Health Department guidelines. According to the 
code of Solid Waste Disposal Regulations, amended and adapted on July 17, 1974, 
conversion is considered essential and to be initiated without delay. Because of 
the financing difficulties local gov ernments will face, the Board has instructed 
its staff to work cooperatively in the development of reasonable construction 
schedules. Therefore, adequate time frames are needed. Basic guidance standards 
prescribe that management program decisions must be consistent with public health 
and safety standards affecting solid waste disposal (E&M Manual 1602, C.3.a.). 

Bureau objectives are to protect lands, resources, environment and public values 
therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration and correct past abuses 
to the extent feasible (BLM Manual 1602). 

-- 
h 

_---- --- _-- Y-----VI------ --- 
I /8r+rrtc~-:iott.s ON rctvrsv) Form 1600--10 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Lands 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-2 Step 3 

Recomnendation: Rationale: 

The follming five waste disposal sites 
shoulld be converted to sanitary landfills 
which meet Utah State Board of Health's 
guidelines for sanitary landfill site 
operations described in the Code of Solid 
Waste Disposal Regulations. 

I knnison - T.lgS.,R.lE., Sec. 8 
Mayfield - 
JSalina 

T.19S.,R.2E., Sec. 31 tlLeAe;i 
- T. 21 S., 

JMOI-X<E 
R. 1 E.,Sec. 38C" 

- T. 25 S., R.3W., Sec. &Jo"') 
Circ:leville - T.30S.,R.4W. Sec. 22a==d 

These conversions should be made in con- 
junction with the time schedules estab- 
lished through the cooperative effort of 
the State Health Department and the 
affected ccmmnities. 

Suppa-t Needs: 

Surface Protection Specialist-needed to 

Utah 

monitor clean-up operations--and- in- 
sure compliance with lease stip- 
ulations. 

State Division of Health-needed to 
determine the potential of these 
sites as sanitary landfills and to 
establish guidelines and a time 
schedule for closure should the 
sites not qualify. The Division 
should also provide assistance in 
terms of possible funding oppor- 
tunities to cover large initial 
capital investments required to 
meet sanitary landfill operations. 

Current dumping practices of allawing 
wastes to remain on the ground surface 
leads to many undesirable effects such 
as fly and rodent breeding, air and 
water polution and aesthetic blight. 
Proper sanitary landfill operations will 
eliminate these problems and help create 

+a$~.althy environment on public lands. 

Maintaining health and safety standards 
for the general public on lands administ- 
eredbythe BLMis an importantobject- 
ive identified in BLM Manual 1602. 

‘: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
‘/~/ions on rE1~er.w) Form 1600-71 (Anril 197% 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name i:lli:P) 

Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L2.1 Step 3 

The ret onnnendation would have no impact on existing URA values or MFP reccsnmendations 
of the other resource activities. The ret cxnmendation would, as the rationale states, 
eliminate a potential health problem, help reduce the unsightly conditions at the sites 
and comply with the state of Utah's code of Solid Waste Disposal Regulations. 

If these sites are determin ed by the State Division of Health to be satisfactory as. 
landfill sights, each ccmmunity gove rnment would be required to invest funds for 
equipment, or contract to have the necessary operations carried out. Typical sanitary 
landfill costs for a population of 5000 or less averages about $64,000 for capital in- 
vestments which includes engineering services, equipment, equipment and attachments, 
access roads, facilities (trailer and shed) utilities, fencing, landscaping and misc- 
ellaneous expenses. The annual 'aperating oosts for this size operation is approx- 
imately $35,000 with more than 80 percent of this total needed for personnel, add- 
itional equipment, maintenance and cperation costs. 

This would have a high negative impact on the financial abilities of these small 
coxtmxunities to provide this service to their residents. Part of this econanic impact 
could be mitigated if funds are made available to these cunmunities under the stip- 
ulations of the "Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976," Section 4009, Rural 
Cmtity Assistance. 

This action would significantly improve the environment in the present and the future. 
Current operations allow wastes to remain on the surfacewhichleads to manyundesir- 
able effects as identified in the rationale. Sanitary landfill aperations would 
eliminate this problem and that of burnin g andwouldhelpmaintainthe existing char- 
acter of the land. 

There would be a moderate negative impact on society in general since operating times 
would have to be establish& and the convenience of open dumping would be eliminated. 
Dunp users muld now have to schedule their disposal practices to coincide with land- 
fill operation schedules and perhaps pay a small fee for the privilege of using the 
sight. 

Alternative I 

Work with the State Division of Health and the affected counties to identify centrally 
located areas that could meet the needs of the small comnunities thereby reducing 
the total costs associated with sanitary landfill operations. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

i The infrastructure and economic impact would be reduced because each community would 

Not.2 
- 
fI~i.~!r~ic:i~~~~ 0~7 WI.,P~SC~ . Form 1600-21 (Anril 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN ’ 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 ~-7 1 Step 3 

not be required to ope*ate its own waste disposal site. Transportation costs would 
be added for residents hauling solid wastes to a landfill or a waste waste collection 
system would have to be instituted. The latter would impose garbage collection fees 
on residents which are not now required to pay. 

Multiple Use Recormnendation Reason 

1. Convert disposal sites to sanitary 
land fills in cooperation with and 
through the iniatives of the Utah State 
Health Department as rapidly as possible. 

1. The requirement for Sanitary Land 
Fill operations is a State requirement 
and should be initiated by the State through 
their laws. 

Needs Support 

1. Realty Specialist to Coordinate 
work through State Health Deperttimt. 

i Jecision -- 
Accept the muitiple use recommend- 
ation as written 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Reason 

See rationale for specialist recommendation. ..- 

Cooperation should be obtained between , 
State and local government agencies to 
locate and establish sanitary land fills 
which meet the needs of all local 
communities. 

Note: A,ttach additional sheets, if needed 
- 
/I ‘ I’ I ,c->,I : 107-\ 
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UNITED STATES ’ I Name fMFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Mfn v-d-a i n 172 11 QV 
Activity 

* 
r 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. s., Objective Number 

T,-? 

sjective: 
. 

Correct the unauthorized use and eliminate the degradation to BLM lands caused 
from open dm@ng practiced by the comnuni ties of Elsinore, Sevier, Burrville, 
Koosharem, Marysvale and Kingston by the end of 1982. 

'i. CiSV?d 
( c&L; c C\‘SC4Il&3~-~, 

Rationale; 

None of the above tmns have filed the propr applications to legalize the use 
of BI&l lands for dumping purposes even though several have been contacted more 
than once by the Reality Specialists from both the area and District offices. 
BI&I Manual 1602, (B), defines trespass efforts to include prevention, control 
and the collection of damages for all forms of unauthorized use and destruction 
to public lands. 

Indiscriminant dumping of solid waste'material is currently being done in violation 
of the Code of Solid Waste Disposal Regulations for the State of Utah which declares 
it "unlawful for any person to deposit any solid waste in any place except at a 
site which has been designated by a city, county, district or other properly 
designated agency, and approved by the Utah State Division of Health." None of 
these sites have been adequately analyzed as to their suitability for diqposal 
areas and none would currently qualify as sanitary landfills. 

Bureau objectives are to protect lands, resources , environment and public values 
therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration and correct past abuses 
to the extent feasible (BIX Manual 1602). 

~~~-~1_1--- 
.-~- -- _.-- - 

--__-.- --- ~~~ - 
e--y 

(I~r.~Ir~f~~.fiwr.s w wcv*rr~*) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
.BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (.MFP) 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-3.1 Step 3 

Recomnendation: Rationale: 

Clo;se the following sites to any form of No action has been taken by the trespassing 
of waste disposal and work in cooperat- comnunities to legalize the use of these 
ion with the State Division of Health BIM lands for waste disposal sites or to 
and the affected comnunities to imple- determine the adequacy of the sites in 
ment adequate cleanup measures on these terms of environmental soundness. 
sites. 

+cB 
Sec. 30 31c\'. 

Most of these sites lie in drainages with 
"Elsinore - T.24S.,R.3W., inadequate soil to cover the waste material. 
ISevier - T,25S.,R.4W., Sec. 29,3bcI@dm*? This condition has lea to unsightly garbage 
Grrville - T.26S.,R.lW., Sec. 11 

jKcosharem - T.26S.,R.lW., Sec. 34 o'05Ld 
Marysvale - T.27S.,R.4W., Sec. 21 
Kingston - T.30S.,R.3W., Sec. I3.;14 

Closings should be made in conjunction 
with the State Division of Health's 
elimination program of open dwnps as 
related to the Cede of Solid Waste 
Disposal Regulations which will be 
used to meet guidelines outlined in 
Title II of the Resource Conservation 
and Recoveq Act of 1976. 

being strewn about the unauthorized sites; 
as well as acting as excellent breeding 
grounds for insects and rodents and con- 
tributing to the degradation of surface 
and possibly subsurface water supplies. 
No protection has been provided against 
papers and other lightweight trash which 
become airborne on windy days and increases 
the area of pollution. 

Supym-t Needs: 

.._~_.. ._-. . . _-_ . .i 
s-$$a&--protection Specialist-needed to i -1_1,, ,.. 
momtor clean-up operations. --- ------.- -1 
Utah State division of Health-needed to 
identify sites as not being in compliance 
with state and federal regulations for 
solid waste disposal and to establish 
guidelines and a time schedule for clos- 
ing the sites. Expertise is also needed 
to identify new suitable sites as well 
as assistance (State & Federal funding 
opportunities) for establishing proper 
sanitary landfillsto serve cmnunity 
needs. 

These sites are eyesores, illegal and 
defile public lands without just cause. 
None could meet the criteria for sanitary 
landfills as outlined in the Code for 
Solid Waste Disposal and new sites should 
be determined in cooperation with the 
State Division of Health, the counties and 
the affected comunities. 

______-___-----___ -- ---______________ - - -.- - - 

Multiple-Use Analysis 
same impacts and alternatives as those identified in Lands L-2.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

,lr~.z:wr;ior7.s on reuersel 
- 

F- ,rrn 41 /* ‘, 107.\ 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (,VFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
‘; 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

- 
I Step 1 T,-? 1 step 3 

Lands L-3.1 

Multiple Use Re cormendation - Reason 

1. Make land available to ccmunities 
for appropriate and approved solid 

1. Total closure of existing disposal 

waste disposal sites. 
sites would bring about indiscriniinate 
andrandmdumpingonpubi~clands. 

2. Clean up existing sites after new 
sites are authorized with proper 
stipulations. 

The present practice, even though in 
trespass, does keep refuse in a fairly 
well centralized location. 

~)port Needs 

1. Lands actions by salty Specialist. 

2. Coordination with State Health 
Department. 

3. Contract orotherlaborand super- 
vision . 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Make Central site available to 
appropriate counties. 

2. Not allow disposal on public lands. 

Decision -- Reason 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationale for specialist recommend- 
ation. 

Cooperation should be obtained between 
State and local government agencies 
to locate and establish sanitary land 
fills which meet the needs of all local 
communities. 

i, ‘i 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
*i; ‘_ 

- 
~I~~.~:~~~c-:~ou.T on rfuer96~j ’ Form 16’10-21 (Anril 1075) 



UNITED STATES ’ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE?JENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTlVlTY OBJECTIVES 

Name IAIFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-4 

Objective: 

Upgrade the quality of BIJ4 land on an unauthorized dump site previously used by the 
tom of Venice to conform as close as possible to the original characteristic of 
the lmd bY the end Of 1g81* (T. 23 S., R. 2 W. Sec. 24) 

Rationale: -- 

The application to use this site as a waste disposal area was denied because Sevier 
County was hesitant in making application for the tcwn and the Venice IDS Ward 
(the original applicant) was not considered a legal entity., Local residents used 
the site prior to and during the application procedure necessitating clean-up 
measureswhentheusewas denied. An effort was made to bwy the waste but Cot 
effecti&$y and a situation still exists which locals could misinterpret as a area 
for furtherd*ing. 1 

Bureau objectives are to protect lands, resources, the environment and public values 
therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and detekoration and correct past abuses 
to the extent feasible (BLM Manual 1602). 

-- -__-- 

Form lGOO-- 30 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPl 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

T,ands 
Overlay Reference ’ 

step1 J-4 p tep 3 

Recommendation: Rationale: 

Initiate proper clean up and burial 
methods thatmeetthe minimum require- 
ments for phasing out open dumps as- 
identified in Utah's Cede of Solid 
Waste Disposal Regulations. 

This action is necessary to meet the 
health and safety requirements established 
by the State of Utah and administered by 
the Division of Health. 

This action would also help eliminate the 
possible future misidentification of the 
defunct site as an on-going dumping area 
for local residents. 

Basic guidance standards prescribe that 
management program decisions must be 
consistent with public health and safety 
standards 'affecting solid waste disposal 
(BLM Manual 1602, C.3.a.). 

Needs: Support 

Force~.&ount..Crewqzovide assistance in 
terms of the need for any heavy equipment 
to cover and grade the site to conform 
to the surrounding landscape. 

YE-provide assistance in terms of collect- 
ing any scattered debris for burial and 
cqction. 

Surface Protection Specialist-needed to 
monitor clean-up operations. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be a low positive impact on the environment from the clean up effort as 
identified in the rationale. No negative impacts have been identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rl,,<‘,,/rfi<>17~ on reI’PrCP) Fnrr? 1cinrl ?, I nr;, 107G\ 



I 
UNITEDSTATES Name CMFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR Mountain Valley 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-4.1 Step 3 
- 

Multiple Use Recormrendation Reason ./"" 

Through planned action clean up the 
old dump as manpower and funds 
beccme available. 

* 

The proposed action would not require 
considerable amounts of manpower +nd 
heavy eguipmnt operation. It is 
necessary to comply with State anti- 
litter laws +d State health standards. 

Support Needs Alternatives Considered 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Identification of site planned 
for cleanup. 

1. Not clean up'old dump site. 

Equipment operation and labor for 
project. 

I?ossible contract preparation. 

!Xqervision of aperation. 

Decision -- Reason 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the provision that action 
will be initiated and completed in 
FY 1982. . 

See rationale for specialist recommendation. 

Funds and manpower should be identified in 
the Annual Work Plan for FY 1982. Elimi- 
nation of the problem requires the setting 
of a realistic time frame to insure 
completion of the decision. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
7 ..-^^ ^. I . . ,*n-\ 
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UNITEDSTATES ' Name fMFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

7’ 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. A Objective Number 

TFC; 

objctive: . 

Correct existing hazardous conditions associated with open lime pits located in 
T. 19 S., R. 1 E., Sections 8 and 18, and an open mine shaft located in T. 29 S., 
R. 3 W., Section 5, by 1981. 

Rationale: 

These sites could cause serious injury because of their accessibility to the general 
public. The problem involves deep holes , some as deep as 30 feet, that have not 
been filled in or covered over. No signs or posted warnings are in place at the 
lime pits. A small fence surrounds the mine shaft, but does not effectively 
eliminate the actual open shaft hazard. 

Bureau objectives are to provide an environment safe and free from avoidable hazard 
whil.e on public lands (BLM Manual 1602, G.3.d.). 

--A- -__---. 
I’otm lGOO--30 (April lr)7S) 



1 Name (MFPI UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Rationale 

Eliminate the hazardous conditions by 
taking the following actions: 

A. The open lime pits should be back- 
filled with the topsoil and waste mat- 
erial remaining at the sites. For those 
holes; where enough local fill is not 
available, fill should be hauled in and 
the area graded to match the surround- 
ing landscape. 

The open lime pits are no longer in use 
and the area should be returned to as 
close a natural condition as possible. 
Serious injuries could occur from either 
of the hazardous areas. Filling in the 
sites would eliminate this possibility 
and help meet the agency's responsibility 
for protecting the general public from 
avoidable dangers. 

B. The open mine shaft should be filled 
if no legal constraints exist. As a 
temporary solution, the shaft should 
be covered with heavy shoring and proper 
warning signs posted. 

Support Needs: 

Force Account Crew-heavy equipment needed 
to mve fill material and landscape area 
to conform to surrounding terrain.. 

Surface Protection Specialist-needed to 
monitor fill-in operation 

__________-__-----__---- ------------------- 

Hultiple Use Analysis 

There would be a low positive impact in terms of restoring the environment to its 
original condition and moderate impact in relation to protecting the general public 
as identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

ll~~~~frur~ihnc on ret~er-e) 
- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 4 

Lands L-5.1 

Reccxmnen MUlti@e Use dation Reason 

1. Eliminate hazards ..~ 
through planned actions after legal 
responsibilities and public n&ices 
have been taken care of. 

1. The Bureau is responsible for hazards on 
thepubliclands. There are also legal 
problems in backfilling a mine shaft if it 
was the point of discovery for locatable 
minerals. 

Needs Suploort 

1. Minerals research into mership 
etc., of pits and mine shaft. 

2. Minerals validity determination 
of minerals claims, and possible 
contest. 

3. Equipmentoperationandlabor 
to backfill holes. 

4. Omtract preparation and super- 
visicm. 

Decision -- 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following provisions: 

a) Conduct ownership and validity 
determinations and other legal 
requirements for modifying the 
pits and mine shafts in FY 1982. 

b) Complete corrective action in 
FY 1983. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Do not backfill. 

2. Fence four'sign sites where hazards 
exists. 

3. Attempt to require 
for hazards to correct 

those responsible 
the situation. 

Reason 

See rationale for specialist recommendation, 

It is also important to establish a realistic 
time frame to insure proper completion of 
the decision. 

i 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
_-- 

t /rt ~‘ri~rio~~,5- 093 rrt’ercci . Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

2000/38bO 
(U-058) 

TITLE: 

r -.. .: 
United States Department of the Interior 

BLREAUOFLANDMANACEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 EAST 
Suite F 

RICHFIELD, UTAH 84701 

STAFF REPORT 

I' 

Implementation of Lands L-5 Recotnnendation, Mountain Valley 
Planning Unit 

DATE: September 14, 1983 

AUTHOR: John Branch 

The L-5 multiple use decision identifi-ed in the Mountain Valley Planning Unit 
Management Framework Plan requires :the,.cl,oCng.df open'ni,ne':haza‘r.ds:j,n .the' 
Gunnison area by the end of fiscal year 1983. These hazards consist of shallow 
prospect pits approximately 10 to 15 feet square and 10 to 15 feet deep. The 
multiple use decision requires the pits be backfilled with the tailing material. 

On September 8, 1983 I examined the hazards. Three of the prospect pits pose a 
moderate hazards to the public and could be easily filled in with the' mine tailings 
which exist on the site. A fourth site, which poses a low hazard potentiai, is 
located is the same area as the other three and should also be filled in and 
contoured to blend with the surrounding topography. 

All backfilling would need to be done with a medium sized bulldozer. The work 
would take less than a full day to accomplish and could probably be done for less 
than $ 500.00.' 

No mining claim location notices were found during the field exam and no record 
of mining claims recorded in the area could be found on BLM microfiche dated July 
7, 198:3. It is therefore concluded that the pits are abandoned and that no legal 

, 

constr,aints with regards to the mining laws exist which would prevent the decision 
from being implemented. . 



United States Department of the Interior 
B;REAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
SEWER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

180 NORTH 100 FAST 
Suite F 

IN REPLY RICHFIELD. UTAH 84701 
REFERTO: 

3800/20'00 
(U-058) STAFF REPORT 

TITLE: Implementation of Mountain Valley MFP Lands L-5 Decision ' 

DATE: September 21, 1983 

. AUTHOR: John Branch 

This Staff Report supplements. a Std'ff..Report:on::the.same subject .dated.September 
14, 1983. In the previous report it was recommended that the mine hazards 
identified in the Mountain Valley MFP be back filled with tailing material. On 
September 20, 1983 this was accomplished. The four sites effected were also 
contoured and seeded with Crested Wheatgrass and Fourwing Saltbush as well. 
The seed was raked in by hand. Total cost for implementation of the decision 
was less than $ 400.00. 
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United States-Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

* SEVI.ER RIVER RESOURCE AREA 

IN REPLY 
REFERTO: ’ ’ 

3800 
(U-058) 

180 North 100 East 
Richfield, Utah 84701 

Sept. 23, 1983 

Ms. Sally Kefer 
Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining 
4241 State Office Building 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Dear Ms. Kefer: 

Enclosed is the list you requested-of the mine hazards thus far identified in 
the Sevier River Resource Area. A similar list was sent to Mr. Paul Sjoblom 
on September 28, 1982 at his request. The inventory area in which we are 
primarily concerned :includes only the public lands located in Sanpete, Sevier, 
and Piute counties. No effort has been. made to identify mine hazards, which 
occur on private, State, or Forest Service lands. 

Thus far, 59 mine workings have been inventoried. Of these, 13 were cl as- 
sified as having a high hazard potential to the general public, 35 as having a 
moderate potential, and 11 as having a low hazard potential. The rati onal e 
used in rating the hazard potential is explained in the enclosed attachment. 

We have al so enclosed two 7% minute topographic maps shoicri ng the area where 
most of the identified hazards are located. Most mine hazards in this area 
are related to uranium mining which took place between 1940 and early 1960. 
Very few of the adits and declines have been surveyed to determine the actual 
hazards which they pose. Underground workings in the vicinity of the VCA and 
Prospector mines are known to be quite extensive. 

. 
If we can be of any further help to you in id.entifying mine hazards which may 
qualify for closure under the program being conducted by the State of Utah, 
please let us know. Any questions concerning this information should be 
directed to John Branch of this office. 

Thank you for your time and we look forward to working with you in the future. 

. 
Sincereljl, 

. 
e _ 

._ .: ,2.. _.,, : 1 ;, y . . ...,. i.. :_ . . . ., j . _i. ,I. II ;, . . . ,, , 
Area Manager 1 

.., *-: +. - .I __* * 

Enclosure: 4 ._ \ 
Mine Hazard Inventory .. : ‘. ‘. -..- ~_ . ., ;, ,:;.+.;+. . . . . I :.*-‘,* 

Rationale for Rating Mine Hazard Potential.. 
. ., . ,-. r, ‘V *. 9 : ; -.: ^ _ 

Marysvale Quadrangle 
., ; . 
l.. :,. 

Antelope Range Quadrangle , 
, 

. . 
.: . .: 

.-:: 
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Low 
. , 

Moderate - 

High ,- 

Rationale For Rating Mine Hazard Potential 

Slight chance of injury from entering mine hazard. Slight 
chance of entering hazard accidentally. Example: Short adit 
with stable partal and back. 

Chance of injury due to hazard moderate or unknown at this time 
or moderate chance of accidentally entering hazard. Example: 
Securely fenced shaft; adit of unknown exten.t where unsafe 
back, portal, or open winze may be present; shallow prospect 
pit. Further underground investigations needed in most adits 
to determine actual extent of hazard. 

Chance of injury due to hazard high or high chance of acci- 
dentally entering' hazard. Example: Unfenced or poorly fenced 
shaft, adit with open winze or unsafe back or portal present. 

Radiation Readings 

All radiation levels were measured with a Geometries Model GR-101A portable 
gamma ray scintillometer. This insturment measures.gamma ray intensities frcm 
the radioactive elements potassium 40, bismuth 214, and thallium 208. Inten- 
sities of radiation are interpreted as indicating the amount of parent mater- 
ial, potassium uranium, and thorium, respectively, in the area. All mea- 
suresments were made at the surface entrance to the shaft, decline, or adit. 

' This information is included for your information only. 

. 
. 

. 
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Mine Hazard Inventory - Sevier River Resource Area 

i , ;I ,' 1 I Radiation 
I ,I , ,(I 8, 0) , 0 I 

.be ' n'j Locatfon, I 1 1 i I I I:, Q II' < Reading Hazard 
uad Map Descript;i'on:': L: (, (cps) Land Status Potential 

II I b *./ .‘ 
a:, ill 

A-l. Ad%;; 

2. Adit I..i 

T28S. R3W, Se&) 29: M& S+ NW% I" Piute Reservoir 
,. II, ‘I, 

Portal,:almobt covered, untimbered, approxi- 

T28Si'RgW. Sec.' 2; NW% S&'S& i! Piute Reservoir 
mately 20 feet,to,face. 
Portal,open;,tlmbered, unknown extent. 

1 (I( 

Low 

/, ,‘I ,,.. 
3. Adib, ' 

4.' Adfir i 

T27S;r;RJW. 'iec? 2>'NW% S.Ei'Sk !'I Harysvale 

T27S.::R3k, Sec.'12: NW% Sh$IN& :: Marysvale 
,' I / ,,i :: I ,. 

T27S!jRJW, Sec. I,, SE% NE! N& lI Marysvale 
*. i L.1 

T27S~'/R!W,:S,ec~ '$:: SH N&N$ Harysvale 
‘.' 

727S~;Rfil.,Sec!:'@; NE% SE; SW& :,i Marysvale 
I 

8. Ad& ‘ TZIs,!;RIW. Se$ io: NE& SE% SWji I;' Marysvale 
" , 

9. Oeciinei T27S;'IRji). Sec.. 9:: SW% NW% NE% 1<, Marysvale 
II I, ,,, II I, 

T27SkjR3W, Sec. 9:) SW% NEh w 
I I 

Fi Marysvale 

T27S$RiW,:Se$ 4;; NW% SE%, S$ , Marysvale 

U. Adit :I 
;, ':; 

7275; R3W,lSecI. 4: SE% Sd NW$ '!I Harysvale 
.-: 1 ,, I I I 

13. Adit 'j .VT27S::R3W,:Sec; 4; SW% SE% NW% iii Marysvale. 

14. Beclinbi 

. : 

'T27SI,;R$W, Seci 4: N@ SE4 & !I: Harysvale 

15. Beclirjk I;: T27S.'R3W.'Sec: 4:, N& SW%!N$ i;, Marysvale 
,I I 

16. Adit 'I T27S.i R3W,'Sec': 4: f,$c SW$I& I.: Marysvale 
I. * 

~~~~l~~~c~~~k~~~RS~x~~~~al, danger signs, 

Portal, op$~,, untimfered, unknown extent. 
. . 

Portal open','u{timbered. unknown extent. 
1' ,( 

Open,, timbered JI ortal, unknown extent. ,, 

Moderate 

' Moderate 

Moderate * I 
\ 

* Moderate 

Moderate 

Open, t&be&d' portal, unknown depth. 
18 i/. 

Open, ,ti'$ered portal, caved about 10' back. 

Open portal', untisibered, unknown extent. 
.' 

Hoderate r 

Portal' al:mo,st covered, untimbered, unknown 
II extent, i 

Wood barricadea'ac$oss portal, danger signs, 
unknoyn'4xte,nt,! 
Main portal, secu&ly' fenced','timbered. 
unknown extent&; : 

i ., Moderate 

Moderate': 
I 
; Moderate 

Moderate i 

;i, Low : ( >' , 

.! Moderate‘ 

17. Subsidence 7275, R3W. Sec. 41 $% SE% NW% f+ Marysvale 

18. Shaft," 
' i 

,': 727S,'RJW,,Sec; 4: Sk SE? N& ',i Harysvale 
at 

19. Shaft :'T27S.'R3W, Se& 4; S$a N& A 1' Marysvale 
I I ,, 

I 
L 

I 

1 

I 

3 

I 

,,I 

, 

* , 
, . 

20. Sudsidenca T26S,, R$J/, Set: 2l:ISE% SW% NE):;: 
, ,, 

21. Adit , " T26S.i: R4W,,Sec. 2l:;(JE$ SW% NE%,; 

22. Shaft ,! I 1 T26S;i RiW.1 Sec. 21:'/iW% Si& N&l,; 
*,.* 

23. Adi'd " L ,,,;,; d*,'J;e;;a &1 in & I;$-; 

24. Adit T265, R4W, Sec. 25: NW% NE% NE% 

25. Adit T26S, R4W, Sec. 25: Swls Nib NE% 

26. Shaft T26S, R4W, Sec. 24; SW% SE& NE4 
11.1 

27. Decline 1263, R4W. Sec. 2;; N'& NE% SES 
,.I 

28. Adit ,, T26f: RQW, Sec. 23: NW% SW% NE% 

29. Adi; ' "" 7265, R4W. Sec. 2;: &a &% NE% 

30. Shaft T26S. R4W. Sec. 25: SE& SEk NE% 

Antelope Range 

Portal fenced with chainlink fence, timbered 
*'unknown extent. v 

Portal open, timberid, unknown extent. 
.,I. 

.Portai open, unknown extent 

Pdrtai opedi apprdximately 20' back. 

Open, 15*20!: deep, 20-30' across. 

Open, old fence a;found collar, depth in 
excess of 50 feet? .' 
Open, old fence around collar, depth in 
excess of 50 feet. 1 
Open,,unfenced, 10-15' feep, 10-15' around. 

Moderate 
: 

Moderate 

Low ,' 

' Moderate' 

, 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Open portali. uhtimbered, unknown extent. 

Open coi;ad, unfenced, depth in excess of 
50 feet;' f 1 

High It 

High ,. 

' High 

Moderate 

f High 

Portal qpen, untimbered, unknown extent. 

Portal ape' 
I* 

uhtimbered, unknown extent. 
, it 

Moderate, 

31. Adit 7265, RIW, Sec. 14: % NE* SW% 

Portal 'open, &timbered, unknown extent. 
I I.1 ; 

Collar open, old wire fence in need of 
repair,,;depth, jn excess of 50 feet. 
Portal open, untjmbered, open.winze reported 
inside. : 
Portal timbereb,:'partially caved, unsafe, 
appro;ximat$ly 130' to face. 
Portal open, 'unt'imbered, approximately 50 
feet to face. 
Collar open, wire fence in good condition. 
depth in excess of 50 feet. 
Portal partially covered, uhtlmbered, 
approximately 50 feet to face. 

SO-120 

7 

;20 

100 

1 

70 * 

100 

100 

JO0 

100 

566 

7 

?I 

?' 

7 

?. 

1 

? 

1 

7 

?! 

? 

500 

500 

500 

7 

270 

150 

60 

7 

90 

8LH 

Private 

8LM 

ELM 

BLM 

8LH 

Prfvate 

Private 

BLM 

BLH' 

BLM 

8LH 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BW 

BLH 

BLM 

Private 

Private 

Private 

BLM 

BLM 

BLM 

BLH 

BLM 

BLM 

BLN 

BLM 

BLM 

Prlvatr 

Moderate 

Moderate: 
I 

High ; 
'. . 
'. *High ; 

High 

s Low 

':. High 

Low 

. I. 



Type Location 

Mine Hazard Inventory - Sevier River Resource Area 

Quad Map 'Description 

Radiation 
Reading Hazard 

(cps) Land Status Potential 

5-l. Adit 

2. Adit 

3. Adit 

4'. 'Shaft 

5. Pit 

6. Pit 

7. Pit 

5. Adtt 

9. Adit 

10. Shaft 

11. Shaft 

12. Adft 

13. Shaft 

14. Decline 
,. I,, 

15. Adit. / is.5 

16. Shaft 

7265. R4W, Se:. 14: NE% SW% SW% 

T26S, R4W, Sec. 14: SE% SW% NW& 

T26S. R4W, Sec. 14: SW% SW% NW% 

7215, RlE, Sec. 4: SW% NE% NW% 

T195, RlE, Sec. 8: SW% SW% SWq 

T19S, RlL, Sec. 7: SE4 SE% SE& 

T19S. RlE, Sec. 18: SW% NE+ SR 

T195, RIE, Sec. 18: SEC NW% SE* 

T265, R4W, Sec. 2G: SEC NE% SE% 

7235, R3W, Sec. 23: SW& NEb. 

T23S, R2W. Sec. 25: SE% SW% SW%' 

T275, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% SW% NE% l 

T275, R3W, Sec. 4: SE% SW% NE% 

i' , I . 

T27S,,,R.3WF Sec. 4:, S5L NW% Nkn( , 

T27S,, R?W, Sec. 4:, S{lr NW% NW$ I 

T27S,, R3W?,Sec. 4:: NEt N# ws, 

, 17. Adit 72;1S~,R3W,,Sec. .( 01 4:,NEL,pq 9.:. 

18. Adit 
I( T2,7S,,,RM,, Sec., 4:,NE'r,? % :,, 

19. Subsfdence T2,7Sr R3W,, Sec. 4:,NELs 9, fA$,!, 

20. Shaft,, I, ,?2?Sy,R3y,,,Sec. 4:. SEW+% W, t 

21. Adit,, T27S,f R3W,, Sec. 4:, BE4 SW% NW%,,., 

22. Shaft,, T27S,, R3Wf Set: 5: Nw%,NBb NEt.15 

23. Adft 
s , T27Sr R3W, Sec. 6:~NwlrJW% NE+,,,!, 

24. Adit,, T26S,, R4W, Sec. 28:,SW$ SW+,SE$,I, 

25. Adit;, T2?S;,R3W, .Sec. 6:'SEL NEt SW%,,', 

26. Adit,,; 1275, R3W,,Sec: 6: SW% SBlr SW%.,., 

27. Adit ,, ; T27S, R3W.,Sec. 4: .SwL NR NW%,,, 

28. Shaft, 123S, R2$W, Sec.,34:, NE% aSE% Se. 
I ? 

1 . 
,,,I * ',,( ,,) 7 (I * L :.I', "I'! 

1 'I ,I\ I,( ,, 1,I.I 8, 8 ;::. 51'. ‘I ', It:', 

II ,',I( I .,+i , ,I I4 ,.<. II !,,iC ,.I\ !,:4 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Antelope Range 

Redmond 

Gunnison 

Gunnfson 

Gunnison 

Gunniton 

Marysvale Canyon 

Richfield 

Sigurd 

Marysvale 

Marysvale 

Harysvale 

Marysvale 

Harysvale, 

Marysvale 

Marysvale, 

Antelope Range 

Marysvale. , 

+WvMle I, t , 

Marysvgle I ,, , 

Marysvale , , , 

Antelope Range, 

Marysvale , 

Maryrvale , , ,, 

Harysvale gIi 

Phonollte Hill 

Portai partialiy covered, untimbered, unknown 
extent. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal open, approximately 10 feet to face, 

Collar timbered, open, unfenced. 

Open, unfenced prospect pit, approximately 
10' X 10' X 15' deep. 
Open, unfenced prospect pit, approximately 
10' X 10' X 15' deep. 
Open, unfenced prospect pit;approxfmately 
20' X 20' X 15' deep. 
Portal open, untimberad, l pproxlmatrly 20 

' feet to face. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extent. 

Collar open, unfenced, approximately 20 feet 
deep. 
Collar open, unfenced, wooden ladder to bottom, 
approximately'50 feet deep. 
Portal timbered, heavy wooden door, danger 
sign, unknown extent. 
Collar open, approximately 10' X 4', old 
wooden fence in need of repair, ladder down 1 
shaft. ., , 
Portal caved, timbered, unknown extent. 

Portal caved, untimbered, unknown extent 

Collar open, old,wire fence in need:of repair. 
depth in excess of 50 feet. 
Portal open, timbered, caved about 15 feet 
back. 
Portal open,, timbered, unknown extent, ( : 
adjacent to road. I 
Open, unfenced, approximately 25 feet across 
and 15 feet deep, adjacent to road. 
Collar with headframe, open on east side oft 
headframe with ladder down. 
Portal open,) untimbered, flow of-fresh air. 
unknown extent. 
Collar with headframe, open on west side of 
headframe with ladder down. 
Portal open, timbered, unknown extenti 

Portal timbered,,,caved. I'( 4 

Portal timbered,,:wire mesh fence,, 9 1 
unknown extent. 
Portal open, ,untfmbered, approximately 30 
feet t0.face.b. II , 
Portal timbened,.wire mesh ;ence,lunknown ,( 
extent. 
Collar open, unfenced, approximately.4 feet 
by 4 feet, depthlln excess of 50 feet. 

.I ., ,, <,,I1 * II., : 
. I. I ,., 1. 

,!(I I ,(/ j ;(, , I, I . 1141 .I I I 
,I. ,. , I,, fi t, .I) ..I , 
,',ll.,l ,.,'I,! .II, 1. 4.u ,- I,( 4 ),.a 
~ i., I ,.,,,.,SL(I, '31 I,. 1 i 

130-5000 BLM 

180 BLf4 

1, 8LM 

? w 

7 BLM 

? BLl4 

1 BLM 

P BLM 

1 8Lf4 

7 State 

1 Private 

? ELH 

7' BLM 

7 

t,, 

31 

?I' 

7:' 

7; 

?: 

?i 

I 

1 :,I. 

'7 ,i,l 

') ',LI 

7 ,' 

7 0, 

1 . ..%I 

.;1. 

I 

'111 

ELM ' 
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BLM' 

Private 

Private 
I 

Private 

BLM 

Private 

BLM " 

8LM I' 

BLM $1 

BLl4 ' 

8LPL ' 

8LH ' 

BLM' 

BLU' 

0: 

"! .I 

,‘I I 

Nigh 

Moderate' ;", 

Low '* 

High 

L& : ! I 4 

Motfeerlate 

Moderate 

Hbde?ate 

Modefate i. 

Mddefate 

Moderate " 

Moderate' * 

Lob ' 

Moderate 

High ', -:i 

I,‘ -' 

"'+' :' 
I,.* 

\. -. . 

Moderate 

noderate . 
I' 

Low 

High 
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Moderate 

Moderate * I 

Low " .': 
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UNITEDSTATES ' 
L DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. 
Lands 

Objective Number 

L-6 

Objective: 

Provide transportation cm&b- for the Utah Department of ~ransportati~n*~ 
comecting highway link in the Interstate system which will cross approximately 11 
miles of public land lying parallel to U.S. 89.?frcm Sevier-Cove to Salina in Sevier 
county. 

Rationale: l 

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944 directed that 37,700 miles of interstate routes 
be selected to connect by as direct route as possible the principal metropolitan areas, 
cities and industrial centers in the country. The Utah State Road Comnission, on Jan- 
uary 20, 1958, took formal action to approve the route from the Colorado-Utah border, 
through Salina Canyon, Sevier County, and Clear Creek Canyon to Cove Fort. 

Several factors were instrumental in choosing the proposed route which included: cap- 
acity restraints and the need to meet future demand; the existing safety record; the 
deteriorating condition of the existing highway and appurtenances; the rising maintenance 
costs; and the many different types of vehicles trying to utilize the same road at 
differing speeds with different space requirements. 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner that will provide the 
maximum benefit to the general public @L&I Manual 1602, 1.12). 

=-:.---- -- _I_- -- -- -- .-- -. 
I I~VIIIIL !iwts WI I~*L~cIs~~J Form 1600-20 (April 1975: 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fMFP) 

. 
In Valley 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 1 1~ IStep 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Infrastructure values would probably be positively impacted as the need for fire 
fighters and their support units would be reduced as a result of the limited fire 
suppression policy. Some negative impacts would result to the socio-economic sector 
in the short run as some potential wood harvest areas could be eliminated as a source. 
This impact would be temporary until regrowth has been accomplished. 

There cou1.d be a low short term negative impact to forest, range and watershed values. 
Depending on the location and the amount of acreage affected by the fire, there could 
be a temporary loss of pinyon-juniper stands with the potential to be harvested for - 
fire wood or as Christmas tree cutting areas. A short term loss would occur to the 

s of vegetation which would also have an affect on the watershed condit- 
This negative impact would be reversed as revegetation takes place and in some 

desirable plant species could enhance livestock and wildlife forage 
Watershed values would improve from better vegetation density which 

on the burn areas. 

life values could be impacted both positively and negatively depending upon 
e the fire occurs and what type of vegetation is effected. All of the limited 

urn areas will be closely monitored to prevent damage to critical 
are considered essential for.maintenance of various wildlife species. 

e a low negative short term impact to recreation values. Visual resources. 
cted if burn areas are close to roads used by the general public.' This 
be effectively negated as revegetation occurs. 

------------------------------------------- 

Rationale 

Full fire suppression 1s not necessarily ,I$. ,,'!' 
the best method for managing range fires. ?"" 
Many areas would benefit from a controlled 
burn within a prescribed area. There would 
be savings in terms of manpower and equipment 
needs if certain areas within the planning 
area could be identified as let burn areas. 

Rationale 

See rationales for the specialist and 
multiple use recommendations. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Lands 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-6.1 Step 3 

wtion: 

Establish a transportation corridor with 
a 400 foot right-of-way width on the 
following sites; 

T. 22 S., R. lW., !%C’tiO~ 10, 11 
R. 2W.. Sections 26,33 

Rationale: 

This newinterstatehighwaylinkwill 
improve highway safety, help reduce high- 
way maintenance costs and help meet 
future demands for safe, efficient road 
systems. 

* '$ T. 23 S., R. 2 
',8 1 R. 3 ., :A '1 ~ T. 24 S., R. 3 ,: ,i 
‘j 

T. 25 S., R. 3 :' ,y R. 4 ( ', " <4' ,; 

Support Needs: 

W .;Section5 . 
', /, 

W, Section 13 !$J' 

W ., sections 3,9,10,20,20 !.T, 
21,29,30,31 il 

W ., Section 6 ,, 

W ., Sections 1,10,15,21,22 '8, 
,p r 
': : 
' I b 1,' ',): 

:,t, *j; Realty Specialist- needed to provide 
3: LandsReport. 
iI :+ ;;; 
1.’ 

------------------------------------------ 
,j,. ‘Y 

Multiple Use Analysis 

URA'Values. Iheproposedhighway routewouldhave alownegative inpact onrangelands. 
Several allotments are involved with the corridor, but the amount of public 
landadkni~teredbytheBLMaffectedbythehighwayprcposalis negligible. 
Livestock use is minimalandthe suitabilitytigrazingislimited. Accessproblems 
k-0 w allotments would result unless adequate off-ramps or a service mad is main- 
tained along the corridor. 

There md be a m&rate negativ& 'inpact to wildlife becake of the increased cross- - .,;I 
inghazardresulting fxmgreaterhighwaywidths causing larger fatalities tithe 1 
deerpapulationandtothemi~a~~routesusedbytheseariimalstoabtainfoodarad ' 
water in the valley. I 
The I-70 prqosal is tobe built to withstand a &year flood. During tie con- 
struction phase, the amount of erosion or sedimerrtation entering the Mountain Valley 
waterwayswouldbeveryhigh. Therewouldalsobe agreater influxof salts 

:I; 

(sodiumchloride) resulting frcmwinterde-icing cperations andapossible contam@- 'kc; 

ation frcm chemical or oil spills fran the highway or its structures during con~truct-.:~.~~‘~ 
ionandmGntai.nenceperiods. fitig&i.q measures could reduce these we if $he,:.:"$$$$ 

I recamm%dproceduxesoutlinedintheEnvirorxnen tal 
70 through Sevier Valley were carried qut. 

Impact statement for Interstate ..;:l,h;:;; 
._ ,;x,, '#! ,., * I '/ ::r..' ;<., ‘~::.+ 

mng bm betaefi& could result w water&& values if Water 00ntrol &XUC$&~ a$$~~'*~,$~@~ 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

,‘: >: : :’ ,, ; ._ ,j,.* 
; :‘$* 

, I :,:,,;,‘.:;. 

ti~~slnrr/ions b72 reversej 
> *. .; 

Form 1600-21 (Apri1.1975) ‘I )’ 
:.” 
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UNITED STATES 1 Name fMFPJ 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-6.1 Step 3 

built to increase infiltration and reduce the downstream water energy created from 
severe storms which occasionally fall on the many canyons leading into the valley 
along the proposal route. 

No serious social impact would result from the highway in the long run, but services 
and housing would be required during the construction phase to handle the influx of 
workers needed to build the I-70 link. Another short term problem would involve 
the additional dust, noise and temporary changes in travel patterns during the con- 
struction phase. 

There would also be an impact from the increased growth and economic activity the 
new highway would bring adding to the infrastructure problems in the future. 

Additional impacts beyond the scope of this analysis and their mitigating measures 
can be found in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Interstate 70 through 
the Sevier Valley, March 18, 1977. 

-------------------- --------------------- 

Yultiple Use Recommendations a1 \ 1. Identify and designate a proper 
width corridor for the new Interstate 
highway I-70 through Sevier Valley from 
Salina, Utah to Cove Junction. 

Support Needs 
I 

1. \ Area Manager to formally 
designate corridor. 

2. Stipulate other authorizations 
to protect this corridor. 

'_ 
3. Consultation with UDWR and 
range personnel to identify live- 
stock and wildlife crossings. 

Decision : 
: 

/ .---m-.,A&pt multiple use recommend+ ~ 

,6 
\tion as written 0. / .." .: .' : ,' . 

\.'I,' " . ..I., . 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Reason 

A corridor needs to be designated for this 
vital link of the national Interstate 
Highway system. The designation of the 
corridor can be beneficial through planned 
location which can reduce adverse environ- 
mental impacts. This highway is badly needed 
as the present route (US-89) is in a deter- 
iorated condition and the traffic load has 
become very heavy since the completion of 
I-70 east to Denver. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Do not designate a highway corridor. 

2. Do not allow the interstate highway 
to .cross public lands. 

Reason 

See rationale for multiple use recommendation. 

‘.., 1 
:' 
__' ., '. .: 

(Instruclions on reverse) 
) : , 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) !” 



UNITED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

t 

. sw 

Name fMFPJ 
‘y$[,. 

Mounti Valley 
.::iqy I j,'l 'i, :i,. ,, ,?y.',,‘i ,I 

Activity 
,,,i,l” ;:, 
,“.*~Ig:‘:- , 
;‘,j I<,” ” ;,-,4 :: ;*q, * Lands i ),>~, z h “>,,$ +;, 

Objective Number 
;,:I ‘8 ‘!V “’ 
,,‘& ,:i:.q 

L-7 
‘3 ,Qj &‘$ .\:,I,i $.,' 8 ,,<:&! ,/o :i';l \ L '.' ._'.'I, .I,; " ,'i/[,.:' , 

Objective: 
;i~&$, .,:: .- >, ?"k, '. '6,: b,:, I __ a;']h.!!p-' .*",,x: '{J. :,,_t ?;- : $;y;: ;f.r' j 

Provide transportation corridor fox the Utah Department.of Transpor&t$onls '... ,<." /I 1, 

+ highway realignmeut proposal for U.S. 89 which will cross 1.5 miles of BI&l l&d in 
.I!, $:“;I 
y”q.ar,c !< t! ?$i ,s 

two places: tie fir&-t c~s~g apprcorimately 1.5 miles south of the m of 
Junction; the other segment crossing a little less than one mile frm Circleville, 

' ~~~~$~~ q,., ,. J!.S, ,','b",i '3 :i : :*;.;$&:: :i "&$ I $&.<$"f.'. *":,," :,, .1;:,; yv ;ji:i;o$ I: . l:!.*bf 3 a&d : .' 
Rationale: ,::q"',“ i.:, "Z! :', ;,:“ ,, ;>#,,'l;:* '>>y:'f&;:, ;‘""r' -.i 
TheUWhUepartmentofTranqortationhasidentifiedtwoproblemswiththe existing 

Izi":~+m'":. -;iliv,i .,t :,;: ;,, ',"., 
highway. Thefirstinvolvestheabove-averagemaintenancecostwhichare%mning 

,II S&1 ,, ;jP ;&d41 ,>>*i: 

appmximately $900 - 1200 above average. Theseexcesscostshavebemattributed 
;<$$“ ; I,:;.! *' 8%; :.; ; $$i" w : 1 

tothebreakupofthepavementsurfacecausedbydifferentialsettlementandthehigh 
, ".**;EEI': .::$ p:-‘"'t 

rate of traffic use which on the average.includes a load frequeucy of 1200 autos and 
,"*<\‘ ",$'&~S ;, y;,gpq 

400 heavy trucks per day. A Vynaflect Test Analysis" measuring pavemeut stability -';;$*;p& ,::.. <"'j,j, 
was performed in 1973 which shmed 15 surface deficiencies and 13 subgrade deficiencies 
* thesubjectsegmentofhigtiay. 

s 
These .deficie.ncies are to be done away with by the 

dditionofthenewhighwaysegmnts. 

Theotherprobleminvolvestheidentificationof several high-traffic-hazard locations. 
Frcnn a safety standppint, the present highway has the follawing deficiencies: 

a. The existing paved surface (including shoulders) does notmettheminimm 
criteria for the level of service it is submitted to. 

b. Roadsegmenthasnarrowshoulders and steeper-than-standardside slopes. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-7.1 Step 3 

Recomendation: Rationale 

Establish a transportation corridor cap- 
ableofhandlinga 2lanehighwayonthe 
following sites: 

This new highway realignment will im- 
prove highway safety and help reduce 
highway maintenance costs. 

Location Length 

T. 30 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 8 .28 mi 
T. 30 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 27 .35 mi 
T. 30 S., R. 4 W., Sec. .34 .93 mi 

Support Needs; 

-* 
lty Specialist-needed to provide Lands 

Report- 

-------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Impacts forthisproposalhavebeenidentifiedinthe '%mironmentalRvaluation- 
US-89 frcm Garfield County line to Junction;" May, 1978. No significant adverse 
inpacts have been identified in the evaluation especially where E3IM administered 
landsareinvolved. 

Akmnegative impactwillresulttotheenvironmen tduringtheconstructionphaseof 
therealignment. This sameimpactwouldbeexperienced sccisllyinthe shorttermas 
noise,dustandneedfortemporarychanges intravelpatterns causeaninconvenience 
tolocalinhabitants andthosepas&gthrough. 
-----I------------------------------------- 

l Multiple Use Recamnendations Reason 

Designate a transportation corridor Thiscorridorandthe relocationofthis 
acrosspublicla.ndsbetweenJunction route could be beneficial in making a more 
and Circlevil.lerUtah of sufficient safe highway andone of lmer maintenance 
widthtoacccmdatethe reconstruct- costs. The designation of a corridor would 
.ion of route US-89 in this area. 

a 

make itpcssibletolocatethehighwayinan 
areawheretheadverseenvironmentalimpacts 
canbetterbeavoidedandthecomidor 
canbetterbepratected. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tl~~slr~rctions on reverse) 

., ‘) 1. 
.’ / 

I .’ 
..! Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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‘Ir 
UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-7.1 Step3 

Support Requirements 

1. Realty Specialistto complete 
land report 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Not designate a corridor. 

2. Area Manager to properly 
stipulate construction and other 
use authorizations. 

Decision Reason 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationale for multiple use recommend- :! :.,:;.w I 2.. -1; ,i ,? p;:*:. "1, 
ation. 

2. Not allow rerouting US-89 across 
public lands. 

@ 

*- 
\ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Inslrucfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



! 
UNITEDSTATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MI’P) 

Jikmhin Valley P.A. 
Activity 

Li%ldS 
ObJecttve Number 

1-B rq& 

obiective: 

Adjusttheboundaries Onthe following lands administeredbytheBI&land theNational 
Fokest System. 

T. 23 S., .R. 3 W. Sections 13' 
. 23 

. 34 
T. 24 S., R. 3 W. Sections 3 

9 
10 . 
17 

. :z 
21 

, 5: 
31 

'. T: 24 S., R. 4 W. Section 35 

m ,- T. 25 S., R.3.W. Section T. 25 S., R.[4!W. Section? 6 1 
3 
9 

10 
. 15 . 

20 

Eli 

440 
80 

560 
441.18 
360 

3tti.21 
160 
560 
40 

200 
639.42 
399.79 
320 

1 ;!i 
T. 26 S., R. 4 W..Sections -5 

6 
7 

18 

:'9 

;567.67 
-;:,z, ; 

:,.:.; 
440 ,: . I ," II.. <*: , 
640 ,, *.,I . ; ? , ..*,<lj 
358.90 xr'i 

79.16 . :; :$I ;j I 
573.93 ,';_ ; -;;I 1, :: 

.r'*:';( 
595.84 ~ii~;, L ,:,:,1 i.,l. 

5'.82 
30 456.88 - 

pTJmmj 
I : . . . t 

q&p&jgqlej .-.-_.... ~_.._. ,,_-id_ 

:, 
Therearelandspresentlymanagedby BLMwhichcouldbe givenbettermanagementbythe 

Bans smlltracts of BLMlands 
&~~~?$National Forests. 

areisolated from largerblockswhich 
General1 these lands have 1-r priori glds for 

~saconsequencethese andsdo 
not receive the necessary attentionto secureg&managementpractices. 

~lopmentandprotectionthan the larger T 
They aretoo 

mall toinplementgoodgrazingpractices, and it is difficult to justify 
-- L-- __ 

(inslructions yt reverse) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 

Name fMFP) 

Mountain Valley P.A. 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

ituresoffunds. These isolated andsmalltracts areadjacenttolaqeblocks of 
National Forest lands which are either under intensive management or being considered 
for this type of management. Equal protection of all resource values currently being 
appliedtheBU4canadequatelybe applied through theadministrativeprocedures of 
the National Forest System. 

. . 
Manual 1603, 3, b, (2) identifies lands program long tern objectives of supporting 
public land management through exchanges, withdrawals, and other realty transactions 
ne&led.for land management purposes. 



,; :“ri (j,“) i‘z ; &$.:“;*..~, “‘ *. .*, / _,_ I. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

/ ygz Valley P.A. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

1 RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-8.1 Step 3 

\a\& 
o-, +Y Reccy?s&~d~qOn L-8.1 RafYionale 

Transfer and/or Yrade" apprmimately ~eselandsareBLJ9administeredlands 
i11,000,acres of public +ds to the Fish- 
'l%E&ional Forest. 

lying adjacent to the Fishlake N.F. and 
arenotrequiredforany Bureauprograms. 

. 

Support Needs 

Reality Specialist to do Lands Report 
andEAR 

------------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No conflicts with existing resource values or MFP r emmendations areevident. The 
landswillcontinuetobemanagedunderthemultipleuseconcept sincetheForest 

m 
Service is under the same congressional mandate. 

, "'I 
----------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use VtiOonS Reason 

1. Initiate a study with the Fishlake 1. Theremaybe areaswherebothagekies 
National Foresttoidentifyareas could benefit frcm boundary adjustments. 

~ofniutualadvantages for boundary 
adjustments. 2. TheBlXadministeredlandsin'this 

areahavebeen examined on several 
2. Give priority to adjustments on occasions andbthagencieswere in 

the west side of Sevier Valley agreementonthetxansferofthese 
beti&nSouthCedarRidgeCanyon ( lands to Forest Service Administration. 

.L (Westof Sigurd) soutQtoDeer The subject lands fit intothe,Fishlh+ 
"I._ ,t: * creek (@orthwest‘of Maqsvale. 

< : . '. ?. 
1 y*~EzEF%-s-%5 

lWx,rnatives Considered 

1. Not participate in boundaries adjust- 
mentsprqram. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L 8 1 Step 3 

/ 4: 
II; ;,/ 
‘, 
-~ii: L_ 
Gl/; ” 
,,j$ 

Decision 

Amept the mltiple use reccmendation 
with the provision that the study encmmpass 
the entire Richfield District and all 
contiguous National Forest lands. Initiate 
the study in FY 1982. 

Support Needs 

Interdisciplinary Comnittee 
from all Resource Areas and the District 
Office. m- _' 

Rationale 

One study should be completed for the 
Richfield District which will identify 
all potential land exchanges which exist 
between the IX&l and the National Forest 
Service. Priorities for exchanges can 
be determined ati the conclusion of the 
study. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(instnfclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

‘;, *a;+” : ,,/.r, 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

PM 
Objective 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Lands 
Objective Number 

I -9 

Eliminate the community of Aurora's unauthorized use of public lands for a pipeline 
right-of-way for transportation of culinary water. 

Rationale 

The need exists to correct the unauthorized use of public lands according to 
trespass procedures. These public lands have been used by the community of 
Aurora for the purpose,of locating a pipeline to transport culinary water supplies. 

Bureau objectives are to manage the public lands in a manner providing the maximum 
benefit to the general public and to correct past abuses (BLM Manual 1602,1.12). 

.*I 
., . 

- 

. . 
a.. i ., _, : 

;i :’ 

,’ 

. 

. . .* 
_x- 

_- , 

q!j$ 
, k :..y;, Vi ,-s ‘?; .,I, 

: >,;.:’ .g*; Lj 
,: .“.~,~;-. i, ., 

‘Form 1600-20 (April 1?75j ‘;-. 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Rationale 

NameIMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

SteplL 9.1 Step3 

Recommendation 

Take corrective action to have the 
community of Aurora apply for a right- 
of-way authorization for a culinary 
water pipeline originating at T. 21 
s ., R. 1 W., Sec. 19, SW%NE&, NLSE&. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist 

This site has been identified as a culinary 
water source for the community of Aurora. 
An application was never filed by the 
community for an approved right-of-way to 
construct a pipeline to transport the water. 
This culinary water supply is an important 
factor in the overall operation and maint- 
enance of the community. 

Multiple-Use Recommendation 

Accept the specialist recommendat- 
ion. Initiate procedures to issue a 
right-of-way for the pipeline. 

0 

Decision 

Accept &he multiple-use- recommend- 
ation as written. 

Rationale 

Correcting unauthorized use of public lands 
is a high priority work item. 

Rationale 

See rationales developed for the specialist 
and multiple use recommendation. 

. ~Szc 

Note: Attach additional’sheets. if needed 

~lnslmclions on reverse) ..’ Form 1600-21 (April 1,975) 



Present policy requires full suppression action on all fires whether or not the fire 
will do any damage. Fire management areas should be initiated to minimize fire 
suppression efforts on certain identified blocks of land that would have moderate to 
no impacts on the resources present. The resulting establishment of these fire _ 
management units would require less suppression expenditure and an identification of 
parameters within which fires would be allowed to burn themselves out or burn to 
suppression action. 

3 im’l,’ 

‘.’ 
’ ,’ 

UNITED STATES 
,j” #I 
;: ‘2,; 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR J :. 
‘I”. 
.,, <, 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT ‘ lb 
j, ,x ,I ‘_ 

: j 

Lands 
‘,:F. ,. :,e 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN -STEP1 
:> ‘: 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

,;.‘, 

L-10 
,” i,! 

,.:a; 
), ! i. : 
;?:*“I,;_ 

” ,.‘.,I c,: 
,h i 1’. 

Objective 
.‘~ , . 
” /‘ 

sI,*‘,:‘, 
,y, ; I 

Modify.the full suppression fire management program for the Mountain Valley Planning 
I ;:,::, 
: _ .,,,,, 
I : )’ I: 

Area. 
( .;..‘i’ 
1 ,‘;‘;r. 

/::;;j 

;,j‘:::’ 
6 

Rationale 
3, !s,, 
I_ s;,,, 
,:_< C’j : 

;;i ” 
,.,c J,” 
_+li “I3 
;;:j i’i; 

a< 8,. j 
38: i ‘r I 
’ ,,,Zl :‘-“r 

‘>_ ; ;;.;t: 
,y (1 ‘I’ 
:” ‘I’; 
:;:‘*: 

,” ;:. ; ” ,,. j .r:; ./ ‘_ I 
:__: 1)_a1 
‘.&” II 
I/ 
.:” ; 

) ‘,G .I 
,:;. 11 
:: ,, ;,i 

Expected results from a modified fire program would include: 
d‘: , 
: !:S!! 

:.*; ,/ 1 
; <, [*I 

j-‘ “7 ‘ij.. 
1’ (_ ‘,* 1 

.+.:,i ,:.(,_$, 
si:,.:’ PI 
‘;g;; 
ii;,-,I 

‘E 
,.y; ;,i., , 
‘. 9“: , 
$‘El 

:y: j j 

><.il,. ! 
s ,I , 
*.* , .,,: 

‘f,:,,;s I 
..“:: 

+‘;’ ‘) 
.‘> 
I,::,;; 

:: !I 
) :s, 
.,; 4 “: 

p;: 
> 1, I: :, 

” .‘! : 
b,. 

0 1. The,use of fire, either managed wildfire or prescribed fire to create vegetative 
changes and reduce accumulated fuel loads. 

c 
2. Reduced cost of fire suppression in areas of low resource values. 

3. Reduced cost of fire suppression in areas of poor or limited accessibility to 
ground tankers and hand crews. 

4. Reduced suppression costs in areas that may be planned for prescribed burns. 
This would eliminate, in a large part, funds expended to suppress fires where 
funds are being programmed for starting fires in the same location. 

The fire occurrance in the Mountain Valley Planning Area has been historically 
low with small fires. Only once in the previous 10 years has a fire on the 
planning area exceeded 40 acres. Most fires have resulted from single-tree 
lightning strikes that occur in the pinyon-juniper forests or in the fir-aspen 
fuel types. 

(Instructions on reverie) 



UNITEDSTATES NameCMFPl 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR Mountain Valley 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L 10 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale .A 
f - ---- 1’~.. -.- .--- L,1- .,-, A-. .-h,‘*h AA ,*i. 

i 

Implement a limited fire suppression 
program which will continu%& assure 
resources protection for all users. 
See attached map for limited fire 
suppression areas. 

Areas identified for modified suppression 
have historically had a low fire occur- 
-rance with small acreage loss. The wide 
interspaces with little or no ground 
fuel prevent the fires from spreading 
into large acreage situations. Many of 
the lightning fires are accompanied by 
high-intensity localized thundershowers 
that usually extinguish the ignitions. 

Areas of poor or no .access usually have . 
large expanses of natural barriers which 
will limit fire size. These areas are 
out of sight of the planning areas popul- 
ation centers and fire scars would, for 
the most part, not be visible from most 
major thoroughfares. 

Limited fire suppression management areas 
will have identified parameters within 
whjch fires should be allowed to burn 
themselves out or burn to suppression 
action. These parameters will be pre- 
scriptions for each unit and will con- 
sider weather factors (temperature, wind 
speed, velocity, fuel moisture, relative 
humidity, etc.) property ownership, 
terrain, landuse, smoke loading and fire 
behavior. Used with up to the minute 
situation monitoring, these parameters 
will allow the Bureau to reintroduce fire 
into the ecosystem on a preplanned and 
prescribed basis. 

Each fir& reported to the Richfield Inter- 
agency Dispatch Office will be analyzed 
to see if its present and predicted be- 
havior on an identified block or unit 
will fit the established parameters 
(prescription) for that unit. If so, 
the fire will be monitored by the fire 
management organization until it expires 
on its own or exceeds the prescription. 
At that time, the fire will be extinguished 
or i"herded" back into prescription, 
depending on the fire behavior, land -- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 2 
~Inslrzrcfions on reverse) 

ownershio, and weather for the fire 
location. . Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES Name CMFP) 
$, ,;)I 8. 111 Pi. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
.I_, ,,rj 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 
Mountain Valley i/ ti ',;' 

Activity :: 
! ;: I:. 

lands 
‘3 ;:;!;L 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 
,j’i f; 

r:si: 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 4steel L 10.1Stee3 
,:,//I’ 1 j 
) c,i 

‘“$4 ,! I, 
:’ I :,>, ;‘,“;s;;f “’ 

Support Needs 
m:,, “d! : ,>, I ,1 ,. 1 ,, ‘L i ‘,‘ li’,, 

See attached Fire Management Area Fire 
Classification Report. 

.<j ‘*’ 
I/ 

(,,:;I’ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
,’ (, ,’ ,I: 3 
‘,,” :’ 

Ilnstnrctions on reverse) 
, 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) mu..] 
,li- : 

. 
,I 



FIRE MANAGEMENT AREA 

FIRE CLASSIFICATION REPORT 

* 

On-the-ground 
information 

l , 

. 9 

No immediate threat to Immediate threat to I 
life or property life or property 

c 1 c 

4 ii, 

Smoke loading Smoke loading 
acceptable unacceptable 

r A 1 

I Suppression fire 1 
Immed. supp. 

h l 

action J 

Fire Evaluation 

Revaluation of 

(‘>’ 
,!. 

8. II 
,*-a j / 
,.i& 

1: 
‘,, 
-,i:‘;.” 

,I 
:, :*,I 
, 1;: 
,, j;; 

/i’ ;;, ” 
‘,,..; 
,i 2, 

s,‘:,,, 
,’ 3 

,,bj’! ! 
.m; 

‘I 
Ill,;+ 

,c ‘: I” 
P,; ,I: 

,I; .,‘o 
,,,:.:. 

;: :; s 
XI “ j 
,j 2’ 
):; ~:‘. ! 
; ‘I I,‘, ; 
UIL‘. 4 i 
.‘,& 

.,J ?’ ” 
,‘>... 

.:_I 11‘1 
J.iij, 

.1., 
sh:;. 

: :.t: :_ 
,:,,r:, 

: p 
,I^ ., ‘) ; $ ,; : 
:‘fq,‘, 
$l#‘j ; 

:,ijj: ;‘!I: 
yr ,j: 

,i,:.;.;: 
“.k* L’ 
:‘“;:J; 

IL”. ; ‘,:,;A 
‘2” : ; 

it:; ::;,, I 
_b,l : p’. 9 

;, ‘I ; 
‘,:.:*; 
;( ‘: I?) 
+ ,a,,; 

.,:,.,1,~~.~~ 
-+! 

,::’ ! 1 
: 1:. / 

,!I_ 
;,.i;,,;ij 
_’ &G 
;:ilii:l/ 
.,‘,‘Il*, 
,s ,>k_J *,‘, * i.,;, 

L,“,i,‘i( 
:, :@;I 

;r, .J’ ,I 
$ ::I :.* 
,Z.’ ,“Z / : : 
it ‘l,:.,; ( 
:j >;‘i; 
:: “-3,;; 

.$, -_ I 
$:;i‘: 
,, :*;j’; 
:‘,; ,:,, / 

‘i r.!>4 
, 1’ /,., 1, 

)I imJ-i:l 
;, ;, 1 i 1 
b ‘,f;.‘~j 1 
il*j .,a, 
: ,,t’r: I 
,f’ ,:p;,j, 
;,.“q 
(::‘g 

;:i:;*$ t 

,;‘i : $1 
i;).!>, r 
IJr”: vi, ‘.i { 
,: nil “.i 
iN’,,a’;li 
p 
/,* :’ q.:;:i 

/\/ .t+, 
,‘,j, 2) 
:r ;(_,i 
(‘ ,:I,2 
1” ,c “3 
:f:$ 
4: 4 ,‘: :;m ,“,. 
1, :,,, 
: F;“*y 
,A ‘..$ 
;;““; 
:. 1T!i 

(I(//,. i 
;: ,I! * 
9, i ;~ i 

:,,: 1’,; 
‘f ,;y; ;; 
‘,F:./ 

:, ‘:;“’ 
:, jp: 
I j”, ; 
8.2’ *,, i 
‘;“. ] ‘; 
‘_‘, ii” 

,ii$.~ 
.I,: ,‘, 

: .*: .: p -3 ” 
~, $jk 
./, i. -.i.il 
I, >,‘$ f 
‘,,‘. 
i! ‘i.4 / : ‘<I~ i, 
f-1;’ * 

( ‘” 
,,,:1 : 

,s i 



1 ./$i”;i 
:; <*.: 

Full Suppression )$$‘! 

q Limited SuppressiON ;, 



T. 2, 5. 

T. 27. 5. 

T. 23 8. 

r. 24 5. 

R zw R. 3 w R. f E. R. t E 



T. 30 

T, 32 

I .._, , - ._ ._... . ..-..-.. .,_.. - ^. _- _ .__ _- .,.. ,._ _ i’ : ..; 
‘: ;& ” .- .- *T--r 

/ 
+ 

. t 
.i i 



n 
TAKE- II) 

United States Department of’the Interior. mw 
- 

131JIKA1J OF lAl\NI) hlANA(;l:M~N’l- -m II 
n II WASlIING'I'ON,I).C. 20240 

IN Rwl Y RFFF‘R 7’~) . . . . 

J&J 26 f%2 

Memorandum 

To: State Director, Utah 

From: Chief, Division of Legislation 
and Regulatory Management 

1750 (140) 

UTAH STATE OFFlCE 
RECORDS MANAGEMENT 

I I 1 

Subject: Public Law 102-292 

Attached for your records is a copy of the slip law for 
'Public Law 102-292, an Act to transfer jurisdiction of certain 
public lands in the State of Utah to the Forest Service, and for 
other purposes. The law, which may be cited as the "Fishlake 
National Forest Enlargement Act", was approved by the President 
on May 26, 1992. 

Attachment 



PlJI3LIC LAW 10%2!12-MAY 26, 1!)!12 IOfi STAT. 181 

Pllhl ic Lnw 102-292 
102~1 Congress 

An Act 

To trnnakr juriadidion of nrtain public Inndn in Lhe Slntc ol Ulnh to Lhc Forrn~ Mny 21;. l!l!)Z 
Service, nnd for oLhcr purpone~. IS. IlRZl 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House o Representatives of Fi ,,,nkn 
d the United States ofAmerica in Congress assem led, 

f3ECTION 1. BI?ORT TITLE. 
Nknnt 
Forrst 
Entmwment This Act may be cited as the “Fishlnke National Forest Enlarge- Act, 

ment Act”. tinaervntion. 

f3EC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Con 
(1) &&in 

88 finds the following: 

of Land Man 
public land8 presently managed by the Bureau 

ement (hereafter in this Act referred to (19 the 
“BLM”) are a 2 acent to the Fishlake National Forest and are 
logical extensions of the forest. 

(2) Those public lands are isolated and disconnected from 
other BLM lands and have been identified through the land 
use lnnning process of the BLM ns suitable for transfer to 
the orest Service. P 

(3) The Forest Service currently manages much of the live- 
stock 
with t IT 

ing on those public lands by cooperative agreement 
e BLM. 

(4) Administration of those public, lnnds ns part of the 
Fishlake National Forest would allow for more efflcicnt and 
economical management by both the Forest Service and BLM. 

BEG. 3. TRAN- 

(b) MAP AND LEGAL DFSCRIPWON .-The lands sub’ect to this 
Act are those lands identified on a map entitled “Fishla r e National 
Forest Enlargement”% dnted March 16, 1989, and filed, together 
with’ a legal description of such lands, in the Office of the Chief 
of the Forest Seance, United Statee Department of Agriculture 
and the Director, Bureau of Land Management, Department of 
the Interior. Such map and legal descri 
force and effect as if included in this R 

tion shall have the same 
c 

of clerical and typo 
except that correction 

ma 
R 

may be made y B& 
a hical errors in sue legal descriptiian and “h 

e 
wit 

Secretary of Agriculture in consultation 
the Secretary of the interior. 

(c) BOUNDARY.-(~) The boundary of the Fishlake National Forest 
is hereby modified as indicated on the map referred to in subsection 
cb). 

(2) For the urposes of section 7 of the Land and Water Con- 
aervation Fun x Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-91, the boundnry of 

K9..lRb 0 - 92 mlZl 



. . . 

106 STAT. 182 

. 

PUIILIC LAW 102-292-MAY 26, 1992 

the Fishlake National Forest, as modifigd by this Act, shall be 
$na;a;red to be the boundary of that national forest aa of January 

. 
;I;sc.CRtGnrSANDpHLDIITB. 

(a) VALID Ewsrwa Rrorrra.-Nothin 
valid existing righta of an person 

d 
5 

in this Act shall affect 
un 

(b) AUTHORIZATIONS To 
er ‘any authority of law. 

SE -.-Authorizations to use lands 
transf’erred’ 

7 tranefer rhal 
this ‘Act which were issued ‘prior to the data of 

remain rubject to the laws and i latione ’ uxider 
which they were irrued. Such authorizationr shall Tl administered 
by the Secrete 
authorizations II 7; 

of Agriculturp...Any renewal or extension of wch 
all be i~ub’ect to the laws and r 

ing to the Forest Service, b $” 
lations pertain- 

epartment of Agricu ture. The change 
of administrative jurisdiction resulting from the enactment of thra 
Act lrhall not in itself constitute a basis for denying or approving 
the renewal or reiseuanca of any such authorization. 

Approved May 26, 1992. 

. . 

LEGISLATIVE IiISTORY-S. 1182: -- 
I101JSE REM)RTS: No. 102-617 Comm. on Interi& and Insular ANairs). 

. 

SENATE REPORTS: No. 102-206 (Coinm. on Energy and Natural Reeources). 
CONORESSIONAL RECX)RD: 

Vol. 127 (1991): Nov. 22. considerrd and pnawd Senate. 
Vol. 129 (1992): hlay 12, considered nnd posaed House. 

0 



UNAUTHORIZED AGRICULTURAL 
USE CORRECTIONS 

SANITARY LANDFILL CONVERSIONS 

HAZARDOUS SITE ELIMINATION 

UNAUTHORIZED DUMP SITE 

DUMP SITE CLEAN-UP AREA 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

l-70 RIGHT-OF-WAY ROUTE 

U.S. 89 RIGHT-OF-WAY ROUTE 

432 IO 4 8 12 

k-1 3 

SCALE IN MILES 

LANDS 
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UNlTED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF Tt1E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANIAGEtvf>ENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTJVES - 

. 

Name CAIFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Minerals-Sand & Gravel 
Objective Number 

M-l _ 

Objective: 

Provide-sources of sand and gravel and borrcsw material so that the needs of the general '. 
public, the requirements of the building construction industry, and the demands for 
roadconstructionandmaintenancematerialcanbemetoverthenexttenyears. 

Rationale: 

One of the Bureau's long term objectives (as stated in the 1603 Supplemental Guidance 
Manual) is to make mineral materials available for use as needed to meet market demand. 
More than 75,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel and borrow material were consumed from 
public lands in the planning unit in 1978. Construction of I-70 through the area, 
thecontinuedneed formaintenanceof existing roads, andan increasing demand for 
material by the private sector will insure an accelerated demand for .thc material. This 
accelerated dmand will deplete currently producing deposits and will require &he de- 
velopment of new sources of material. 

Sand and gravel and bmrc~ material are high bulk, 1~ unit value materials that require 
- trally locatedproduction areas to 
Jr 

minimize transportation costs. For this reason, 
is 

-*the pl 
iqortant that sand and gravel deposits be made available for development throughout 
arming unit. 

__.-___ -.. p-p--- ----- ---.=.,----..--=--- 
--.-- 

Form lGOO--20 (April l(975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-l.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis Continued 

A moderate to light positive impact can be associated with the economic sector. 
These sites have been identified as being econcmically feasible for ptiuction. 
Estimates of tonnage and grade are computed partly frcm samples or measurements and 
partly from projections of existing reserves. 

These sites are located near the major roadways in the planning unit, upon which 
the material would be used. The Utah Department of Highways estimates 25C per ton 
mile to haul mterial. Identifying and using sites in close proximity helps reduce 
hauling costs for state and county use. 

There appearstobenOimpactont.hreatened 
sites designated, but a more thorough study 
,scale material removal is permitted. 

w-s 

Multiple Use Recommendation 
3 
r' Accept specialist r&commendation. 

SupportRequirements Alternatives Considered 

1. Realty Specialist to prepare EARS. 

2. Area Manager to designate sites. 

1. Examine each site upon application 
for materials. 

2. Require materials to be removed from 
existing sites. 

Decision : Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See rationales developed under specialist 
ation as written and multiple recommendations. 

andendangered; species on the 
should be undertaken before any large 

Rationale 

Known quantities and qualities of 
materials have been identified and 
would facilitate highway construction. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I~l.c:r,,I~:ltr,:c ,,,.I PC,‘i,,.CP I 
-- 

Form 16r10--21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Minerals-Sand & Gravel 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M 1.2 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Delineate the following lands as community Demand for sand and gravel for public 
pit sites for obtaining sand and gravel use has been increasing over the past 

three years. Numerous requests for 
T. 17 S., R. 2 E. Sec. 21: NE%NE$SE% small amounts of material are being 
T. 18 S., R. :I E. Sec. 17: S&SW&NW&NW& received. The above described sites are 
T. 21 S., R. 1 W. Sec. 20: NW&NE% in areas where sand and gravel has 
T.26 S.R.lE. !3ec.l8:N$NE%SE$NW%,S%SE%NE%SW% previously been removed and are readily 
T. 23 S., R. :2 W. Sec. 12: NW%E% accessible to the general public. 

Support Needs 

Establishment of Use Areas 
Appraisal Reptorts _W^______________ -_--- - -___- - ----- --- -v-w- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be a negative impact on watershed values since topsoil would be removed. 
Access to and. from the sight in terms of roads are needed and strict compliance to 
BLM rules for removing material could not be enforced. Minimizing the impact could 

)-all for restricting the size of the area where topsoil is to be removed, rehabilitating 
- cuts to slopes of less than 15 to 20 percent, and reseeding the soil with plants 

indigenous to the area. 

The same impacts identified for social, economic and wildlife URA values underfk1.1 
would apply to this recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

1. Set up community pits on some of the The needs are not well defined at the - - 
sites identified above 
better identified. 

2. Strive to identify 
use and set up pits on 

Support Requirements 

1. Mineral specialist 
inations. 

as the needs are present time. 

areas of heavy 
a need basis. 

Alternatives Considered 

for field exam- 1. Not designate community 
2. Issue permits on demand 

2. Area Manager to designate sites. 

Decision 

3. Not allow any materials 

Rationale 

pits 
basis. 
removal. 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written 

See rationale for the multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fl~~slrurlions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
- .‘) 

! 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Minerals-Sand & Gravel 
Overlay Reference 

Step lM-1.1 Step 3 

Recmmendation: 

In view of the anticipated dmands for sand 
and gravel Xid borrow material for the con- 
struction and resurfacing of state and 
county highways in the planning unit, 
delineate the follming lands as approp- 
riate sites for obtaining this material. 

T.15 S.R.2E. Sec. 25: SW%NT% 
T.lSS.R.lW. Sm. l;KW+l~~%SU@=% 
T.19S.R.lE. Sec. 8: S$?@z 
T.19S.R.lW.f sec. 34: I;IFi~~% 
T.ZlS:R.%?. Sec. 10; E+SW%mJ% 
T.22S.R.ZW. Sec. 22: N$ 
T.23S.R.2W. Sec. 7: SE% Xd% 
T.24S.R.lW. Sec. 22: y.g;% 
T.24S.R.3W. Sec. 17: 22- 4 
?T.24S.R.3W. Sec. Z&: k$~SSX& SEINE% 
).25S.R.4W. Sec. : -1 4 

-;,29S.R.2W. Sec.14: IqX%SvJ% 
Sec. 27: SE%SE% 

T.27S.R.lE Sec. 17: SE%SW% 

Rationale: _--I_ 

Coxkruction of I-70 through the planning 
unit and the mintenance of existing roads 
will require substantial qmntities of 
sand and gravel and borrow Eatcrial. 
These sites have 'been designated because 
they arc underlain by known quantities 
of sand <and gravel and they are adjacent 
to existing roads azd the propset! route 
of I-70 where the material could bc 
processed and transported economically. 

Support Needs 

Appraisal Reports 
Issuance of contracts, Permits and Right-of-Ways 

_________________-__------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Wildlife URA values would have a low negative iqact since'human activity of this 
type usually prevents use by the deer population while sand and gravel removal is 
occurring. Rowever, this will only be a short time affect since sites involved will 
be rehabilitated and available for deer use after the material is removed. 

There would be a low negative affect on the environment caused by the removal. Dust 
and noise in the affected area would increase in the short term and until rehabilit- 
ation was cmpleted. 

There would be a moderate positive impact on the infrastructure and social sections 
since demand for sand and gravel is based on'state and county needs for road con- 
struction and maintenance and for inclusion in concrete products to meet local demand. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~111\:).11(.:lf)ll~- 011 rc~~rrsc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CMFPI 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M 1 3 Step 3 

Rationale 

As the need arises, provide quantified 
sources of sand and gravel from those 
areasidentifiledontheMFP SteplOver- 
lay as M-l.3 that could be utilized for 
currently unidentified construction or 
maintenance projects. 

Those lands identified on the Overlay 
as M-l.3 are knowh to be underlain by 
alluvial material. All demands for 
sand and gravel for individual construct- 
ion or maintenance projects cannot be 
determined at this time. Because sand 
and gravel are high bulk, low unit 
value materials that require centrally 
located production areas, these deposits 
will have to be developed to meet the 
demands of such projects. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

__ Of those proposed sand and gravel sites identified on the MFP Step 1 overlay were 
'developedin the future, $ there would be a negative impact on watershed, wildlife 

+ and recreation URA values. The extent of this impact can not be determined at this 
time sincepresentand future demand forthenext10years canbe expected tobe 
met by those sites presently in use and those identified for reserve stat@. 

There would be a positive impact on the infrastructure, social and ecormic sectors; 
but again, the degree of impact can not be detennined because the need for these 
sites beyond the 10 year supply has not been quantified. 

Since future demand for these sites cannot be specifically identified and the 
deposits have been classified as Undiscovered Speculative Resources where quality 
and quantity of the minerals is unknm , analysis should be deferred until the time 
of actual dmand for the material. 

Multiple Use Recomnendation Rationale 

pits on demand basis. 
1. Continue to use previously used 

2. Use authorization stipulations as 
a means to correct earlier poor : 
practices on material sites. 

for barrow 
materials and sand and gravel throughout 
Thereisacontintigdemand 

the area. 

- 

Often sites in poor condition 

- - -8 

or'needing hazard reductions can be rehab- 
ilitated through proper stipulations. 

---a-- 

3. Follow Elureau approved procedures 
in authorizations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

‘Iw..:J7ir.:l<,,,s 0,) ICI’CTSP, 
.- 

FOG 1600-21 (April 1973) 







UNITED STATES 1 Name (.\lt:f) 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

_ Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mim&m 1 
OverIay Reference 

Step 1 M 1 3 step 3 

Support Requirements Alternatives Considered 

1. Minerals specialist for field exam- 1. Allcw materials removal where ever 
inations and stipulating use authorizat- the applicant desires. 
ions. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationale developed for multiple 
use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~~.~:n~c./i~r~s rm reijer.wj Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES I Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Mi uxal s - ,Tm T&t mf 
Objective Number 

M-2 

Objective: 

Provide a source of volcanic aggregate (Joe Lott Tuff) that will meet the needs of 
thebuilding construction industryoverthenexttenyears. 

Rationale: 

The Joe Lott Tuff has been utilized in the Marysvale iusea as a decorative stone. 
In recent years developers have looked favorably on the material as a light-weight 
building aggregate for concrete blocks .and pre-cast construction. Similar material 
is currently being mined west of Provo and has been utilized successfully in the 
Logan-Salt Lake area. 

- 
c If:.~trr~c..fimts cm reverse) 

?.- ” 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
1s -JceI,ott~u 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 ~-2 1 Step 3 

Reccnanendation: Rationale: 
Delineate the following public lands as 
a volcanic aggregate material sale The Joe L&t Tuff is exposed on and is 

ZL?XB: known to underlie the above described 

T. 25 S., R. 3 W. lands. The URA Step 3 Inventory indicates 

sec. 30: w+i a high interest in-the deposit on'these 

sec. 31: NW% lands by a number of prospective developers. 
Good access to the lands is provided by an 
existing road. 

Support Needed: 

Appraisal Reports 
Administrative Action (Seeactionneeded 

in Adm. Action Section) 
------------------------------------- 

w-v-- 

f' L 
Multiple Use Analysis 

Welded Tuff could possibly be declared a locatable mineral in which case impacts 
causedby mining on BLM land could not be restricted through federal regulations. 
However, in-pacts can and will be identified since this is a mltiple use analysis 
dealing with specific values. 

There would be a low positive impact on the social values due to increased employ- 
ment resulting from any minimal extraction. The number of personnel needed would 
be minimal due to themining procedures thatwouldbe used to extract the material. 

A low to moderate positive impact would result econanically to the local inhabitants 
as jobswillbe created tobothmeetthe demand to extract themineralandto the 
service industry toprovide support. 

There would be a moderate negative impact to the environment as the mineral is 
extxacted. The mineral would have to be crushed at the sight causing large volumes 
of dust to enter the atmsphere and the noise level to increase appreciably. Dust 
would also occur on the dirt roads needed to haul the material to market. Mitigating 
measures could be instituted! but at a higher cost of production. Iongtermimpacts 
would be noticeable on the ltidscape even if rehabilitation is done. 

There would be a moderate to high negative impact on watershed URA values since the 
proposed area to develop and extractthetuftis located in anareawith a low 
critical erosion condition classification (61-80, SSF). This material is a very 
fine substance which could easily be wed out of this subwatershed by surface 

, runoff and would cause an increase in salinity and acidity especially to Clear Creek. 
Quantification of this impact is impossible in terms of actual tons of sediment 
yield however the inpact. would be mdetrate at the very least due to mcreased per- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Iu.~:r~~rlions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April / 
z- 



MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
_ Minerals - Joe Lott Tuft 

Overlay Reference 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-2.1 Step 3 

centage of bare ground and the surface disturbing activity of the mining operation 
and and roadbuilding. Reclamation of the extraction of this rraterial would be 
impossible due to the nature of the substrata and expected acidity of the n&erial 
and the impact to URA watershed values would be permanent. 

There is a high negative impactive on MPP Recclrmendation W 8.1 which requires the 
restriction of all uses on Icicle Bench. Without the ability to exclude'development 
of the Joe Lott Tuft it would be impossible to close off this area to any surface 
disturbing activities. 
------------------------- --------------- --- 

Multiple Use Ret omnendation 

Designate lands as a preferred 
of aggregate materials of this 

SupportRec@rements 

source 
type. 

1. Minerals specialist for administrat- 
ive actions to determine Valkiity of 
existingmining claims. 

2. Process sales application on a demand 
basis on areas applied for. 

2. Minerals Specialist and Compliance 
Specialist to prepare stipulations and 
monitor operations. 

Decision Reason 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See rationales developed by specialist 
ation as written and multiple use recommendations. 

Rationale 

The materials are exposed in this area 
and would not require a large amount of 
surface disturbances in the mining operat- 
ions. The area is close to the proposed 
I-70 and route US-89 highway junction 
which would provide good transportation 
routes. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Not identify specific areas as for 
sale areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Form X600-21 (April 1975) 



ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION - Volcanic.figg-reqate Joe I&t Tuff 

Request that the Solicitor's Office review all decisions relating to the 
locatability/sakability of mineral canmdities similar to the Joe Lott 
Tuff and issue an opinion as to the legal-disposal authority of the Joe 
Lott Tuff. This request should be initiated in FY 1981. 

Rationale 

J%i.ning claims currently cover the majority of the lands that are re-' 
comnended as a material sale area. It is felt by both BLM and Forest 
Service field personnel that the Joe Lott Tuff material is a saleable 
ccmmdity and therefore , not subject to location under the General 
Mining Law. A Solicitor's opinion would provide clear guidance as to 
the disposal authority and would provide a legal basis for contesting 
the existing mining claims in the area. 



UNITED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF TIfE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEtv?ENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. 

Name fMFPI 

Mountain Valley 

Activity 

Minerals - Oil & Gas 
Objective Number 

M-.3 

Objective: 
* . Maxmuze the potential of oil 

by allowing continued leasing 

Rationale: 

Petroleum and natural gas are ?-ties identified by the I&rectors of the USGS and 
Bureau of ti _nes as of "compellinc~ Hational siqnificance." OtiGof-%Z i%g-tti ob-;--- 
jectives of the Bureau of Land Managem??k??is to make energy minerals available for 
&se consistent with national energy policies and related demand. Demand for crude 
oil is currently rising at a 4 percent annual rate while domestic production is con- 
tinuing to decline. The United States currently imports 49 per cent of its oil. 

and gas production occurring within the planning unit 
and exploration activities. 

Rock units underlying the planning unit have provided favorable environments for the 
accumulation of hydrmarbons. These sedimantary units also coincide with major 
structural features which may have created trapping mechanisms which cause the 
accumulation of these hydrocarbons. 

-- -- - ~- ----- -_ --- 
-_-_--- 
l Ifr.slrrr‘~!iorts ON rl*t’CrSI~) Form 1600-20 (April 1075) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF Tl1E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

-- 

Name f.tIf:P I 

Activity 

Minerals - Oil R L 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M 7 1 Step 3 

Reccmnendation Rationale 

Maintain the status of all of the public Geophysical exploration has been con- 
lands in the planning unit that are ducted throughout much of the planning 
currently in Category 1 and 2 for oil unit. Drilling activity has been limited 
and gas leasing, and allow for continued. to the northern half of the unit. The 
leasing, exploration and drilling act- great majority of the planning unit is 
ivity on these lands. underlain by sedimentary rocks that lie 

at various depths. Major structural 
features are alsokncwntocccurwithin 
the unit. Thus there is a strong potent- 
ial for major discoveries of hydrocarbons 
within the unit. 

Category land 2 designations will allow 
for the leasing and exploration for oil 
and gas and at the same time protect 
other surface resources. In addition, 
regulations and the Multipoint Surface 
Use and Operations Plan govern explorat- 
ion operation% Category 3 designated 

Jands permit.exploratory drilling to 
whipstocking or slant drilling from 

-off-site locations. 
----------------------- ----------w--- -----a 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There could be a low to moderate negative iqact,with'recreation MFP recommendation, 
R-2.1 and its URA values. 
the Parker es 

Those areas in the Marysvale Canyon, U-24 highway and 
carpment will need special stipulations added to the Category 1 and 2 

classifications to negate the impact. 

Most of the deer critical winter concentration areas were covered by Category II de- 
signations, sane of 
the critical 

as well as a few of the most important crucial winter range areas. 
concentration areas were overlooked. 

ject lands appear below. 
The legal descriptions of the sub- 

T. 19 S., R. 2 E., Sec. 21 E&E+&?% 
Sec. 22 All (exceptpatentedmining claims) 
Sec. 27 W+,W+NE%,NE%JE%, 
Sec. 33 *NE%, 
Sec. 34 NW%- 

Note: Attach odtlitional sheets. if nccdccl 
c__Iz- -- -_-_-- -.- --i---- - 
~ll1.<:r/ll~llot1v ((8, rc-rTrs‘*J Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name l.lIl:Pl 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 
Minerals - Oil & Gas 

‘Overlay Reference 

step 1 M 3.1 step3 

T. 20 S., R. 2 E. ~sec. 17 W!&i, J%'%r WS% 
sec.19 E+, @S% 
sec. 20 @i, W%r S@%r sami 
sec. 21 we, mii% 
Sec. 28 WQw%, mm%, m$m% 
Sec. 29 All 
Sec. 30 E&,E+NW'r, E+Sh% 

.sec. 31 W%, W%%i 

T. 21 S., R. 1 E. sec. 1 
sec.3 
sec. 9 

'Sec. 10 
sec.11 
sec.12 
sec.14 
sec.15 
sec. 17 
sec. 20 
sec. 21 
sec. 22 
Sec. 28 
sec. 29 
sec. 30 
sec. 31 
sec. 33 

T. 22 S., R. 1W. sec. 1 
sec. 12 

T. 28 S., R. 3 W. Sec. 6 &SW%, S%SE% 
sec. 7 N+$& 
sec.17 SW%, W%SE%, SkhIW%, S%W%, m%NW% 
sec. 20 All 
sec. 29 All 

T. 27 S., R. 4 W. Sec. 26 
sec. 35 

W&w%, SW&W% 
All 
All 
All 
All 
24, mw%, SW-E% 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
NJi, SW%, 
W+, N+i+JE% 
All 
All 
E%-, @WJ%, Whim% 
NW% 

Zkh WW%i%, sUM%NE%i, E%SE%SE%, %s+s~%~E% 

SE%ZJE% 
G5 . . 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 
I - ___----_- -- 

~f~,.~!ruc~ftc~~,.s co, rc~wr.ccJ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF Tl1E INTERIOR 
BUREAUOI'LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f.111'1') 
Mountain Valley 

Ac:ivity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Mimaln - nil E; (&s- 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 M .J , step 3 

These lands should be placed in category II with a stipulation prohibiting oil 
ati gas activities during the deer winter use periods. 

The total acreage involved in such a change would be approximately 18,000 (deter- 
mined from the legal descriptions, further refinement fram the plat books may becane 

necessary if the changes are adopted). 

Multiple Use Reccrranen dation 

Continue Oil &.Gas program under the 
category system. Stipulate notices 
of Intent to insure surface prot&- 
ion. 

Rationale 

The Oil & Gas leasing category system 
is working well. Exploration can be 
adequately controlled through stip- 
ulations or Notices of Intent. 

Suppo~R&r~ts Alternatives Considered 

1. Minerals Specialist to tintain 
category system, and assign surface 
protection stipulations. 

None 

2. Compliance specialist to perform 
compliance work. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications. 

4 Designate the deer critical winter 
range as described in the multiple use 
analysis with a category 2 classification 
for oil and gas leasing. 

b) Designate the culinary water source 
sites for the communities of Greenwich, 
Kingston and Sigurd with a Category 3 
classification for oil and gas leasing. 

Support Needs 

Adequate protection should be afforded 
the deer winter concentration areas. 
The vitality and productivity of these 
deer herds require the protection of 
these areas. Winter range is the limit- 
ing factor for these herds. Any 
unrestricted use from Oil & Gas explora- 
tion activity in these areas during theil 
use by deer would be detrimental to the 
herd. 

Realty Specialist 
Mineral Specialist 

The culinary water sites must be prot- 
ected from any activity with the poten- 
tial to contaminate them. 

Note: Attach cltiditional sheets, if ncctled 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

In Vallp~ 

Activity 
d 

-C*thPm I St-a 

Objective Number 

M-4 

Objective: 

Maximize the potential for utilization of the geothermal resource within the planning 
unit by allming continued leasing and exploration activities. 

Rationale: 

The great majority of the planning unit has'been identified by the U.S. Geological 
SurveyandtheUtahGeologicalandMineral Surveyashaving thepotential for the 
discovery of avaluablegeothennalresource. Thispotentialisbasedonthenmber 
of deep-seated faults which occur throughout the area and the number of warm water 
springs that emerge along these faults in the central portion of the unit. 

One of thelongtermobjectives of theBu.reauof LandManagementistomake energy 
minerals available for use consisteht with national energy policies and related 
demand. The geothml resource has long been recognized as a source of energy 
that will help met the nations energy goals. 

- 
! Iu.~rr:rr.!iovs nrz rwerseJ 

‘B‘ *- 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

F,,w 
Min&als-Geothermal Sti 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M-4.1 Step 3 

Recomendation: Rationale: 

Maintain the existing "open leasing" Current interest in the geothermal resource 
status of all public lands in the in the pl arming unit is centered in the 
planning unit for the geothermal re- Monroe-Joseph area. The classification 
source. Allaw for exploration activity by USGS and the Utah Geological and Mineral 
on these lands with a minimum of Survey of the majority of lands in the 
seasonal or surface occupancy stip- planning unit as being potentially valuable 
ulations. for the discovery of thegeothermalresource 

will undoubtedly lead to additional leasing 
and exploration activity. 

Fifty percent of geothermal lease rentals 
paid by lessees is returned directly to 
the states and counties by the federal 
government. In addition to this econcxnic 
benefit of leasing all exploration and 
development proposals are subject to the 
regulations in 43 CFR Part 3200 and 30 
CFR Part 270. These regulations provide 
protection for other surface resources 
during the exploration for and development 
of the geothermal resource. 

Support Needs 

Possible preparation of additional lea+ 
irlg Fms. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No significant impacts have been identified for the infrastructure or social sectors. 
Roth law positive and negative impacts would result in terms of needed services and 
aninconveniencetousersbecauseof theneedtocomerttosteamheating systans. 
Cleaner heat would be provided and less pollution problems to be handled by local 
goverrnnmts. 

There would be a m&rate to high positive impact to the econmic sector as costs 
for domestic heating to consumers andlocalgovernmentusers couldbe reduced in the 
long term. Short term benefits could be reduced due to costs associated with heating 
system conversions. Road maintenance costs would have to be addressed in order to 
keep access qen to the pumping sights. Counties would benefit in terms of returned 
royalties received fran leases. 
A moderate negative impact would initially result to the enviroment from the drilling 
operations. Thiswouldbe a shortte~~~~impactwhichcouldbenegatedover time. A 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~r.~:ntctions on reuerse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT ) gi$zn Valley 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Aear! 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1M-4 J Step 3 

positive inqmct would result to the atmosphere frcm a reduction in air pollution 
normally associated with energy producing plants which are new used to supply heating 
fuels or electricity. Socio-econanic costs from pollution which the producer usually 
passes off to the environment would be reduced to those associated with eliminating the 
salts precipitated from the stream. 

There is a mderate negative impact on watershed URA values if the open leasing status 
for geothemal steam is maintained for the Sam reasons as stated in Oil and Gas 
Multiple use analysis. The conflict with exploration activity in the Monroa-Joseph 
area is primarily the surface disturbance to the Parson-Mills allotment which is 
reccmnended to be a restricted use area. Degredation of water quality is a possibility 
due to the high total dissolved solids issuing from geothermal springs and adequate 
precautions need be taken to prevent overall flow frm receeding surface waters. The 
potential of therm1 pollution also exists should waters issuing from geothemal springs 
enter the Sevier River. 
------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recormendation Rationale 

11. Leave lands opentogeotheq+ 
leasing and exploration whge.the emiron- 
"nt and the L-esources can beadequately 
protected through stipulations. 

2. Use Oil and Gas Category desig- 
nations as a basic guide to issuance 
of authorizations. -Analyzeeach 
application on its own merit. 

1. Environmentalandother resource 
values are too great to allow uncon- 
ditional drilling and exploration 
on all public lands. 

2. Oil & Gas operations are sir&lar 
tothatof qeothermalandman~ofthe 
safeguards to these activities are 
built into the 0 & G categories 

Support Requirements Alternatives Considered 

1. Minerals Specialist to analyze 
Notice of Intent or application to 
test wells to ensure enviroIxErka1 
resource protection. 

each 
drill 
and 

1. Confining geothermal leasing and 
exploration to KGRAs. 

2. Leaving all public lands open to 
geothentaalactivities onademand 

2. Compliance Specialist to monitor all 
geothermal activity. 

basis. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple 
use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f Ill.~:r~l(.:ioKF on rc,,Prcc, 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



, 

UNITED STATES Name (:LlFPj 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Minerals-Clay Minerals 
Objective Number 

Ius 

Objective: 

Allcrw for the continued exploration and development of the clay resource (bentonite 
and Fuller's Earth) on public lands within the planning unit. 

Rationale: 

Western Clay Ccmpany currently mines and processes bentonite and Fuller's Earth within 
theplanningunit. Their production has increased substantiallyoverthepast four 
years and future demand is expected to increase at a 5 percent annual rate. 

--- --- - 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Minerals-Clay Mineral: 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M-5.1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale: 

In view of the continuing production 
of bentonite and Fuller's Earth from 
within the planning unit, delineate 
the following lands as being essential 
for the development of that resource: 

Mining activity is currently being con- 
ducted on mining claims (both patented 
and unpatented) on the above designated 
lands. All lands identified are sus- 
pectedtobeunderlainbybentonite and 
Fuller's Earth, but to date, little ex- 
ploration work has been conducted to 
determine the quality and quantity of 
the material. Current developers in- 
dicate that the increased demand for both 
bentonite and Fuller's Earth will require 
the mining of adjacent lands as currently 
producing beds are depleted. 

T. 19S.,R.2E. 
sec. 22: All (excluSiVe Of pat- 

ented claims) 
Sec. 27: W+,W%E%,WE@E% (exclu- 

ofpatentedclaims) 
Sec. 28: E% 

T.21S.,R.lW. 
Sec. 30,31: All (exclusive of 

patentedclaims) 

T.22S.,R.lW. 
Sec. 6: W@El;i,N%N%Wk 

------------------------- -.-------,A-, -em--- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Mining is currently being conducted inmining claims inthearea. Mining of clay 
involves surface type removal which causes a--light negative impact to the environ- 
ment in terms of air, noise and water pollution. The scenic quality of the land 
would also decrease until some form of rehabilitation is accmplished. 

Wildlife. All those sources located in T. 19 S., R. 2 E., are within critic& deer 
winter range. This area historically harbors a high density deer population which 
would be deprived of MC& of this range if the subject mining activity increases. 
The prcductivity of the entire herd unit (40) will be negatively effected by the con- 
tinued loss of forage and space in this critical area. The loss will be negatively 
effected by the continued loss of forage and space in this critical area. The loss 
will result from human activity pre-empting mle deer use during the winter and the 
fact that the area will prcbably be difficult or impossible to revegetate within a 
reasonable timspan. No feasible substitute for this winter range exists. 

Watershed. The continued development of the clay resource near Mayfield would have a 
light to moderate negative impact on watershed URA values. The primary impact from 
development of this resource is the removal of all vegetation with the unliklihood 
of any revegetation nearly impossible. Although-the mining is limited to a small 
area it is characterized by steep slopes and surface runoff and increased sediment 
yield are expected to be substantial. 
to the shallower slopes, 

The problem is slightly less nwtiAu&rna~une 
hmewr revegetation will also be a problem. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I Ifr.v:rccc-fiot7.r on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f.U1;I’/ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Minerals-Clav Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-5.1 Step 3 

trol structures will be required in both areas to prevent any head cutting fran 
gullies in these areas. 
_----------------------------------- 

--v-m-- 

Multiple Use Reconwwdation Rationale 

Designate lands listed as valuable for 
kentonike and Fullers earth. 

No formal actions are required to -1-t 
this ret omnendation. The lands aremerely 
recognized as having this value. 

Support Requirewnts 
None 

Decision 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See rationale developed for multiple use 
ation as written recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~~.~~ru~lir~~~s 0~2 rewr.cej Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MF Pj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Minerals-Gypsum 
Objective Number 

M-6 

Objective: 

Allow for the continued exploration, location and development of the gypsum resource 
fromthe federalmineralestate andthepubliclandswithintheplanning unit. 

Rationale: 

U.S. Gypsum and Georgia Pacific are currently mining andprocessinggypsumnear 
Sigurd. E&cause of the present demand for wallboard, both producers have allocated 
supplies to their existing consumers. ThePlannin g Area Analysis indicates that 
the demand for gypsum products will increase at an annual rate of 4 to 6 percent, 
thus assuring a constant demand from producers within the unit. 

_--- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (AIF PJ 

Mom Vallev 
Activity 

Mimm 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M-6.1 Step 3 

Recxmnendation: Rationale: 

In view of the continuing production of 
gypsum from within the plannir,g unit, 
delineate the follming lauds as being 
essential for the developmnt of that 
resource: 

T.22S.,R.lW. 
Sec. 10: SE% 
Sec. 11: N+N+,SkNEk,S$S% 
Sec. 14: All 
Sec. 15: E+ 
Sec. 21: E+ 
Sec. 22: W%,E+ 
Sec. 23: All 
sec. 29: NE% 

The above described lauds are blanketed 
with unpatented mining claims aad a.re 
lands upon which current mining Oy?crations 

are being conducted. Reserves on thcsc 
lands have been calculated from 40 possibly 
quarry sites and are estimated to be 4 
million tons of gypsum. 

T.23S.,R.lW. 
Sec. 4,5,6: All 
sec. 7: w&w@+ 
Sec. 8: E$&,E% 
Sec. 9: All 

---------------- -----a---- -----------i w-w- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Econanically, there would be a high positive impact with the re cmunendation. 
Currently, 100,000 tons of gypsum material is mined per year in the planning area by 
two cmnpanies. U.S. CQpsum has identified rese.rv&i available to support 30-40 
years of additional mining at present production and Georgia Pacific with an est- 
imatedreseme foronly 6 to 8years. 
175 people making them the major non 

Together, thetwocmpnies employanestimated 
-gowment employer in Sexier County. Demand . 

for gypsum is expected to increase at an annual rate of 4 to 6 percent through 1982. 
Hy identifying these areas as potential gypsum sights, continued production would be 
an on-going operation that would help maintain current employment levels and provide 
tax dollars to the local govemnents. 

High negative impacts would result to the environment frm the mining operations. 
Increased air, noise and water pollution would occur because of the amount of surface 
disturbanoe associated with the mining. 

There is a high negative impact on watershed URA values and ret mnendation if the 
gypsum resource is further developed on those areas identified as containing deposits 

I; ?fgypsum since these areas arelocated in.theArapienShalehi 1 in criicaland 
- ,severe erosion condition classes. These areas are dmracterize!i$ sharply incised 

gullies which are actively eroding. Sediment yield is'already very high. Develop- 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 Iu.<:rrfrtions on reuerse) . ‘. Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name f UI:I'~ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Mountain Vall.ev 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M-6 l Step 3 

ment of this resource will result in degredation of water quality, removal of already 
sparse vegetation and increased erosion. quantification of this impact is impossible. 
SSF's in the area range fran high 60's to the law 80's. Reclamation of these areas 
after gypsum is strip-mined can not be accanplished to the marginal precipitation 
zone and soil limitations. Potential destruction of several threatened and endangered 
plant species could occur. 

Wildlife (WL-3.1) reconnnen ds the areas be put in an area of critical concern because 
of their identification as deer winter concentration sites. Wildlife would be 
negatively kpacted by the human activity so as to cause a significantly measurable 
change in the deer herd size. This mining cperation would decrease the arm3unt of 
forage ava+ble to the wildlife population. 

There would also be a low negative impact on the scenic quality of the land which 
would result in a reduction in the land's value as a recreation resource. 

Since it has been rm ded that the gypsum dewsits be designated as essential 
for development and 110 mining activity is currently taking place or planned, a de- 
tailed mltiple use analysis should be deferred until the area is actually developed 
for the minerals. Future exploratory activities should not create any noticeable 
impacts on the area and will not require a detailed analysis. 

Multiple Use Recomnendation 

l:Desi~nafe~,these lands as valuable 
for gypsum resource. 

Rationale 

1. No forala 
identified as 
values. 

actions required, merely 
having gypsum resource 

SupportRequirements Alternatives Considered 

None None 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

( lrl.s:rtrc:ior7.s on rc~:ci-cc I 
-- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mbr;l .I-Gypsum - 
Overlay Reference 

Step ‘M-6 7 Step 3 

Rmdation: 

Delineate the kands identified on the MFP 
Step 1 Overlay (~-6.2) as containing poten- 
tially valuable deposits of gypsum and 
n-aintain the availability of these lands 
for exploration and possible development 
of the gypsum resource. 

---------------------- 

Rationale: 

The lands identified on the overlay lie 
adjacent to currently producing areas 
and are underlain hy the kapien Shale, 
which contains the gypsum beds now being 
mined. Reserve estimates on lands iderk- 
ificd as (M- 6.1 have been estimated at 
4 million tons. This reserve figure has 
been arrived at'without the benefit of ex- 
tensive drilling to detetine the exact 
contact of the gypsumlanhydrite contact. 
The anhydrite is inert and cannot he minec 
Past mining experience indicates that the 
contact varies greatly, and can dramatica: 
reduce suspected reserve figures. Addit- 
ional reserves will he sought as the exis: 
ing reserves are depleted. The exploratir 
for the additional reserves will undoubte 
occur on the Lands that are adjacent to 
existing operations and on lands knorrln to 
be underlain by the .Arapien Shale. 

---------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Same analysis applies to M-6.2 as that identified‘in M-6.1, .::, 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the specialist recannendation. See rationale for M-6.2. 

Support Requirenients 

None. 

Decision Rationale 
Recognize the lands as being potentially 
valuable for gypsum production. 

Formal designation of the lands is unnec- 
essary at the present time. Recognition 
of the land's potential for gypsum 
production would assure consideration for 
this use in future land use plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~t.~:rurli~~ns on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Minerals-Uranium 
Objective Number 

M-7 

Objective: 

Allow for the continued exploration, location and development of the uranium resource 
on public lands within the planning area. 

Rationale: 

Uranium is one mineral identified by the Director of the Bureau of Mines as of 
II ccmpelling national sigriificanees". One of the long term objectives of the Bureau 
of Land Management is to make such minerals available for use consistent with national 
policy and related demand. Planning Area Analysis data indicates that demand for 
uranium is expected to increase at an annual rate of 15 percent through 1985. Higher 
price (currently $43.00 per pound for refined U 08) will also be a major incentive 
leading to increased exploration and developmen 2 of previously mined areas and lower 
grade deposits. More than 211,000 tons of uranium ore have been mined in the Maxysvale 
area. Several companies are presently actively exploring the area. 

s_.- 

(Imtructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April.1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (:UFP) 
Mountain Vallev 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M 7 1 step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

In view of renewed development,of uranium 
from within the planning unit, delineate 
the following lands as being essential 
for the development of that resource: 

T. 26 S., R. 3'W. 
Sec. 18: ,N3f, N$SW%,SW%SW%,NE~SE% 

T. 26 S., R. qW. 
Sec. 14,24,25,: All 

T. 27 S., R. 3 W. 
sec. 1: w* 
sec.3: E% 
Sec. 11: N% 
Sec. 12: C&V% 

Past production of uranium came from 
these and adjacent lands. The lands 
are blanketed with unpatented mining 
claims that are currently being explored. 
Several ccmpanies have indicated that 
extensions of old ore bodies and deep- 
lying ore bodies have been discovered. 
The results of the exploration program 
will determine whether the deposits are 
mineable. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This re comnendation would cause a moderate adverse impact to the infrastructure. 
this would result from the additional services that would be required to meet any 
mining expansion in the area. Housing, schmling, and improved road systems would 
have to be increased in an econmically depressed area that is not capable of rapidly 
expanding these services without putting stress on their already overburdened fin- 
ancial capabilities. No rents or royalties would be allocated to the local govern- 
ments because of the locatable classification of the mineral. 

Because of the need for personnel to mine the uranium if production is increased, 
there couldbe armderate negative impact lm the culturalbackgroundof current 
residents. Out-of-state employees would bring in new ideals and conceptions that 
would not necessarily be consistent with the predominant cultural beliefs identified 
in the area. Laws and customswouldbe affectedbythis influxwhichcouldmer 
the long tern influence the high moral standards currently displayed. There would 
also be a need to incorporate more local laws and regulations to handle the larger 
population which goes against the predminant attitude of lessening goverrmen tcontrol 
held by local residents. 

Economically, a lcw positive iqact would be experienced by the local residents from 
the newly created demand for services resulting frcxn any increased mining activity. 

There would be a mderate to high negative impact to the environment which would be 
caused by the increased surface disturbing activities associated with mining activ- 
ities. More than 300 acres would be affected by this mining operation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I/I~.~:u,c.:IoI~.s 0t1 ~~~ersci 
- 
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UNITEDSTATES ( Name !.il/;P/ 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
M-c-Tlraffiamr 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 ~-7 1 Step 3 

No substantial impact on watershed values except for further surface disturbance in 
an area already with a high degree of surface degredation. Relatively shallow slopes 
in this area tend to keep sediment yield rates down. 

These areas are not considered crucial to big game winter range, although many species 
of game and non-game animals do inhabit the area. The proposed activiw would destroy 
much of the habitat, and renderit nearly impossible to reclaim. The area may receive 
some winter bald eagle use although it is believed to be of low intensity. There are 
no known eagle roost or nest sites in the area which functions primarily as a hunting 
area. This iqact is is probably not too severe. Since uranium is locatable there is 
little that can be done under the 1872 law to control this activity. 

Multiple Use Recormren dation Rationale 

1. Designate the lands above as 
valuable for uranium resources. 

1. No formal actions required, merely 
identify as having e uranium values 

&p~rtRequirements Alternatives Considered 

None None 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Irl.~:r//c-:il>l,c on rcI,PIscI 
- 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (bfFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Minerals-Uranium 
Overlay Reference 

Step lM-7.2 Step3 

Recommendation: .Rationale 

Delineate those lands identified on the 
MFP Step 1 overlay (M-7.2) as being 
potentially valuable for the uranium 
resource and maintain the availability 
of these lands for exploration and 
possible development of the uranium 
resource. 

The lands identified on the overlay are 
underlain by volcanic rock units that 
are known to contain vein type deposits 
of uranium. Past exploration has been 
centered around those former producing 
mines identified in M-7.1 and just 
recently has exploration of these areas 
begun. The entire area is known to be 
blanketed with unpatented mining claims. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The same impacts identified in M-7.1 would probably occur to those lands identified 
for delieneation in M-7.2. 

The area covered by this recommendation does include a portion of the Monroe Front mule 
deer concentration area. Unfortunately, since uranium is locatible, we have no suit- 
able means of controlling the activity. If the mining does encroach upon the estimated 
?OOO acres of overlap, i. 

the loss to critical deer winter range would be quite high. 
Jther sections of the uranium area delineated by this recommendation are within crucial 
deer winter range and will result in a loss of an undetermined acreage for wintering 
mule deer. Under the existing mining laws we have no reasonable hopes for reclamation 
or protection of the more critical areas, even though it is needed. 

Because these mineral deposits potentially exist based on geologic conditions and 
because actual quantity and quality have not been established, a detailed multiple use 
analysis cannot be done at this time and should be deferred until actual mining act- 
ivities are undertaken. 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

1. Identify the lands above as valuable 1. No formal actions required, merely 
for uranium resources. identify as having values. 

Support Requirements Alternatives 

None None 

Decision Rationale 

Recognize the lands as being potentially Formal designation of the lands is unnec- 
valuable for uranium production. essary at the pr,esent time. Recognition of 

the land’s potential for uranium production 
would assure consideration of this use in 
future land use plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fInstrrrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
. Minerals-Azcinite 
Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
M-8 

Objective: 

Allaw for the continued exploration, location and development of the welded tuff 
(Azomite) resource on the public mineral estate in T. 16 and 17 S., R. 1 W. 

Rationale: 

The welded tuff material that underlies these lands has ken mined and utilized in 
the poultry industry as a grit. More recently it has been used successfully in 
agriculture as a soil conditioner. 

__- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recomendation: Rationale: 

Name (III F P/ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

li-P 
Overlay Reference 

Step ‘~-8 1 Step 3 

Delineate those lands identified on the 
MFP Step 1 Overlay (M-8.1 ) as con- 

Azome Mining Ccmpany periodically operates 

taining potentially valuable deposits 
a quarry on these lands in Sections 4 and 

of welded tuff (Azomite) and maintain 
5 of T. 17 S., R. 1W. The remainder 

the availability of these lands for' 
of the lands are kncwntobeblanketed 

exploration and development of the 
withunpatented mining claims that have 

azcxnite resource. 
been staked for the azmite resource. 
Recent analysis of the material indicates 
that it contains numerous trace elements 
that are readily absorbed and assimilated 
inplantandanimalorganisms. Developers 
of that material state that it is being 
accepted increasingly by the agricultural 
industry as a soil cqnditioner. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be no significant impacts to the infrastxucture, social or econcmic 
segments from this reconmendation. A low to mderate negative impact would result 
to the environment if increased mining activity for Azcmite occurred. This material 
is mined through surface operations which would increase the amount of dust and 
noise affecting the atmosphere. 

No impact of any consequence would result to watershed values. 

Multiple Use Reccmm d&ion Rationale 

1. Identifylandsasbavingpotential 
value for azomite resource. 

1. No formal actions required, lands are 
identified as possible azomite mineral 
activities. 

Support Requirements Alternatives Considered 

None .&one 

Decision Rationale 

Recognize the lands as being potentially 
valuable for welded tuff (Azomite) prod- 

Formal designation of the lands is pnnec- 
essary at tne present time. Recognition 

uction. of the land's otential for welded tuff 
production wou d assure consideration of P 
this use in future land use plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Iu,9!rtrt-lion.7 cm reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU-OFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

y-0 

Objective: 

Allm for the continued exploration and development of the alunite resource on 
public lands within the planning unit. 

Rationale: 

Thelargestknown resources ofalunite intheUnitedStates arelocatedinUtah. The 
greatest percentage of these resources are found on public lands in the Marysvale 
area. Alunite is a source of b&h alumina and potassium salts. Planningarea 
analysis data indicates that the alumina and potassium salts cow by the United 
States are currently being supplied by imports and other sources. The existence of 
potassium prospecting permit applications in the area indicates that further explorat- 
ion of the alunite resource will occur. 

-- .--__-- -----____ ~- 

(Instructions on reverse) 
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UNITEDSTATES Name (.\I l'P/ 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

M-A-7 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Muitp 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-9.1 Step 3 

Recommendation Rationale. 

Delineate those lauds identified on the The lands identified on the overlay are 
MFP Step 1 Overlay (M-9.1) as containing kncm to be underlain by volcanic rocks 
valuable deposits of alunite and main- containing replacement bodies of alunite. 
tain the availability of these lands for The lands are blanketed with both patented 
further exploration and possible develop- andunpatented mining claims and by pot- 
ment of the alunite resource. assium prospecting permit applications. 

The greatest majority of the knmn alunite 
resource in the United States are known 
to exist in this area. It is, therefore, 
essential that these lands remain avail- 
able for possible development of the 
resource. 

------------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Any impacts resulting from increased production activity bf alunite would have the 
same impacts as those identified in M-7.1 for uranium. Both minerals are located 
inthe same general vicinity andbothwouldbemined in the same way. 

There would be an additional moderate to high negative impact on the Class II VRM 
area identified in Marysvale Canyon. The recreationrecmnenda ,tion provides that 
any changes in the basic elements (form, line , color, or texture) caused by a 
management activity should not be evident in characteristic landscape. Mining 
activities have a past record of abuse to the environment and have not been highly 
successful in their rehabilitation attempts. It is doubtful whether exploratory 
mining or actual mining operations could be conducted in a manner to meet the Class 
II restrictions. 

There is a mxlerate negative impact on watershed values of these deposits of alunite 
are to be developed. This area is principally in the moderate to critical erosion 
condition class and strip mining the resource would increase sediment yield sub- 
stantially although it is unquantifiable. Water control structures are already 
required to slow the rate of head cutting of actually ercding gullies especially 
in areas where sheep slopes occur. Surface disturbance from mining alunite would 
result in an increased need to develop more water control structures, and would 
shorten the storage capacity of sediments. 

Wildlife. About 4000 acres of critical deer concentration area along the Monroe 
Front and 3000 acres along the Marysvale Front are included within this reccmend- 
ationarea. The type of mining activity needed for alunite would have the ability 
of removing all of this acreage from critical winter range for an extended period, 
due to the poor rehabilitation potential after this type of land use. The loss of 
this critical habitat would cause significant reduction in the whole populations 

Nofe: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.\lFP) 

in Vallev 
Activity 

* 

?&*71c 
Overlay Reference 

n& ;t- 

Step M 9.1 step 3 

of Herd Units 48 and 49. 

-------------------------------------- -a- 

Multiple Use Remmnendation Rationale 

DesignaTe lands that have valuable alunite NO formal actions required. Lands merely 
deposits. identified as valuable for alunite ore. 

SupportRequirements Alternatives Considered 

None None 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

These lands should be recognized for their 
deposits of alunite so that future land 
use decisions can'consider any impacts from 
their development on other resources. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Ill.~?rrrr:irlr7s or* relJerse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
Minerals 

Objective Number 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES M-10 

Objective 

Provide a.source of topsoil material for the general public. 

Rationale 

One of the Bureau’s long term objectives (as stated in the 1603 Supplemental Guidance 
Manual) is to make mineral materials available for use as needed to meet market 
demand. The. Denmark Wash desilting structure provides an excellent opportunity to . 
make available topsoil which collects behind the structure. This material is 
deposited annually and must be removed to keep the structure effective. 

--. - L 
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UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mineral S 
Overlay Reference 

Stepl 10.1 step 3 

Recommendation 

Establish a Community Pit area for the 
removal of topsoil on the following 
lands that lie on the upstream side of 
the Denmark Wash desilting sturcture: 

T. 21 S., R. 2 W., SL Meridian 

Section 13: E'/,SW$SW@W$$SE$ 
Section 24: NW&NW$NWGNE%~ 

Total: 7% acres 

Rationale 

The Denmark Wash structure was built to 
stop the. head cutting of Denmark Wash and 
to provide a desilting basin for runoff 
into the wash. Over the years the structure 
has filled with sediment to a degree that 
the structure is no longer functional for 
desilting. Disposal of the topsoil that 
has accumulated behind the structure will 
deepen the basin and allow for additional 
settling of silt to occur. Unlike other 
areas where topsoil is removed, this 
material will rapidly be renewed. 

MULTIPLE USE ANALYSIS 

No long term adverse impacts would result from the removal of the topsoil. Low 
negative short term impacts would result from increased noise and airborne dust 
particles as the material is removed. 

filultiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the Recommendation. Establishing a community pit for the 
removal of topsoil will benefit the Bureau's 
program by eliminating the deposited silt 
from storm runoffs and help meet the public' 
demand for topsoil. 

Support Needs 

Realty Specialist 
Area Manager designation 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationales developed for specialist 
and multiple use recommendations. 

Note.- Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Insfnrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
Forestry 

Objective Number 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES F-l 

Obiective: 

provide 2,000 cords of firewcod and 5,000 fence posts from 195,000 acres of pinyon 
juniper woodland each year for the next five years in the planning area. 

Rationale: 

With increased energy costs, many local pcple now supplement residential heating 
with wood. BLM land can help to supply a portion of the local needs. However, 
woodlandresources intheplannin g area are limited to pinyon-juniper areas classi- 
fied in the "nonproductive" category. Current harvest has been under 1,500 cords 
a.rd 3,500 fence posts per year. 

i 

-- .-~-- 
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UNITEDSTATES 1 Name (:MFP) 

DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Activity 
Forestry 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F-l. 1 Step 3 

Reccmmendation: Rationale: 

Allowhanrestingofdead andgreenwood Forest productivity in the planning area 
for firewood and fence posts from the is sufficient to satisfy local demand. 
195,000 acres of pinyon-juniper wood- 
lands intheplanning area. 

___------ ------ ------------__------_________ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be a slight positive impact on range and wildlife URA values since 
harvesting green and dead and down timber on approximately 195,000 acres of pinyon- 
juniper would help increase the amount of usable forage. 

There would also be a slight positive impact on the social and economic sectors. 
The PAA did not identify any sizable demand or any large future demand for wood. Any 
new demand would be associated with old and new hames that have added wood burning 
stoves to help aleviate some of the high costs associated with heating fuels. Planning 
rea records indicate the majority of wood removed from the area was done under free 

use permits. 

Multiple Use Recanmendation Rationale --- 

1. Continue disposal of forest products 
on a demand basis area wide. Also provide 
wood cutting opportunities on areas to 
receive land treatments. 

Support Requirements 

1. Areapersonnelto issue use permits. 

2. Canpliance checks 
personnel. 

made by area 

Decision Rationale 

4ccept the multiple use recommend- 
stion as written. 

1. Area has a viable woodland which 
produces desirable products on a continuing 
demand. 

2. Sane woodland sites are in areas 
needing rehabilitation work for Watershed, 
Range Management and Wildlife habitat. 

Alternatives Considered 

Identify specific areas where woodland 
productswillbeharvested. 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
/ DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR t BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
Forestry 

Objective Number 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES F-2 

Objective: 

Provide 400 Christmas trees per year frm 195,000 acres of pinyon-juniper 
for the next five years. 

woodland 

Rationale: 

Many local residents traditionally have cut live trees from public land. 

BIM land can help to supply a portion of the public needs. Rising gasoline costs 
will minimize the nu&er of people wanting trees and living outside the planning 
aJ?Zl. Current Christmas tree cutting has averaged less than 300 trees per year. 

f 

====z=L.- 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name C.llfTPI 

Activity 
ev 

MANAGEMENTFdAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

FnJ35$rtr 

Overlay ReferenceL 

Step 1 p-3 step 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Issue Christmas tree cutting permits No serious impact from previous cuttings 
on a local, non-cm cial basis for has been identified. Current demand is 
designated cutting.areas at the Sand under 300 trees per year. BLMpolicy 
Ledges, on the Valley Mountains, and on 
the west side of Grass Valley. 

objectives include developing and dispos- 
ing of resources to meetpublic’e. needs. 
(BI&l Manual 1602.12). 

------------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be no impact of any consequence on the other resource activities in 
theplanningunit. Demand for this prcduct has been negligible as identified 
in the PAA;but could increase if prices for trees increase in the future. If 
this should happen, the harvesting of Christmas trees frcxn the delegated areas 
will help reduce the regrowth of pinyon-juniper trees in the area and aid in the 
growth of usable forage available to wildlife and livestock. 

------------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

1. ContinueChrisWastreedisposal 
on a one tree per family basis on 
designated areas. 

SupportRqire~~~W 

1. Area personnel issue tree permits 
andmake ccqlianceinspections of 
the areas. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

Ami CLfJCUc: ccYl+t Inev\cc;iF lbcp 
C'L' tf-1M 'r o-t\ .wyE+ I&- se_f- QEr'de.,Gr ibd~vLdoa('cu j-h'h'l 
IJ-yts, iu, cwcqrdruzcc p$h 

Ratioliale 

1. Trees are not numerous enough for 
w&al mtti&. %ke.'a~given nW avail*le in each desimt& ..&a;-mly-i. 
Permits will be handled on a first cane 
first servec! basis. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Permitc cnxnercial cutting. 

2. Restrict cutting to local reside&. 

3. Permit cutting area wide. 

'REitionale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use r$commendation. 

vqoea .g~werL;pp l 
Nore: A tach addltlonal sheets, I ‘ne ded 
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m-2.1 I+- --md.~tArmS 
Initiate the 0 7 actions by 1902: 

Initial 
Allomknt -nded Existing Crating Pr:RIOC6 OP USE TsmZ~3xs 

tilC2lX~t.S .5tat.us Livcstcck Pref. MNs) tsp. mm) Eiiiii-To Crating s.axI 

hxtcll 

Gunnison Valley 
,I&] $.v'! 

IV: Ccnsolidate Cattle 
Refer to I-N-5.1. sheep 

Ca?solidate Cattle 
Wfcr to M-5.1. Sleep 

88 

2134 

39 

1215 

3-16/S-15 4-If&-15 90 Initiate 3 pastore rest- !lone 
11-l/12-15 10-l/10-31 . rotation systm. 
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nubt. 
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S32:cr to SW-5.1. ical writi (J/15 -6/15) 1960 ac at 392 All?ls 
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AllotJsnts 
Allotment 
stat*ss 

Initiatr! the fr’- inc; actiom !rj 1982r 
- 

InitTiaT 
_I_- 
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Dryrake Ccmolidate Cat.tle S-K! 238C 
Fcfcr to IW5.1. 2ocs 

5-21/G-Ju3 S-21/6-30 O.tk Nane chain an1 wcl 700 
ac at 70 FIX!. Sl;rq 
1000 ac at IO0 ifiki 

by Wash 
iv= Gnsolidate Cattle 216 216 4-21/6-20 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 pasture rest- None 

Fefer to 1255.1. rotation. 

Gznsolidatc ShCl?p 134 134 i-25/2-20 11-l/2-24 
Pcfer to w-5.1. 

Initiate 3 pasture ret- Nzne 
rotot lcm cyst as. Revise 
existbig A?. - 

Consolidatz Cattle 772 772 10-15/12-X 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 p;-rsture rest- tkm 
Pefl?r to m-5.1. 4-16/5-31 rotat.lO.n. 

East Fork No change Cattle 120 120 s-1/7-31 lO-l/lZ-31 fl’ None mhr 

tlhw Cmsolidate ShC%?p 214 214 
RrfcLr to 131-5.1. 

12-11/l-20 11-l/2-25 Initiate 3 pasture rest- c3xLl.n arc? wed IS00 
rototicn system. kvise ’ ac at 150 M.M 
exist in XP 

‘.- 

I’ 

1 I 

i 

CJranrich creek +J J Ccnsolidate Cattle 13c 33 Nalc! 
Fcfcr to re+5.1. SlXXp 20s 

s-10/s-31c 9-l/5-31c prt 
3-lG/J-15s 9-l/3-315 

Initjatc? 4 pwzlrre trst- 
rotation. kfer to RM.2. 

Hatch Czinytn 

Hc&;e Pm& 

. 
Ilirnter Spring 

Cmsolidate Cattle 
P*zfcr to m!-5.1. Shwp 

Cmsolidatc StWp 
kc ncfcr t.0 N-5.1. Cattle 

No Champ C+tle 

46 46 

484 484 

164 164 

l-16/1-25 9-l/5-31(3 
9-l/3-315 

9-16/10-X V-1/5-31 Y’ 
5-16/G-30 

10-l/11-15 10-l/12-31 
4-l/4-25 

chain NJ -SC-d 320 Initicte 4 psture rcst- 
mtation systun. ac at 40 LX% 

Initiate 4 pasture rest- Chain a-1 txd 400 
rotation. allot high rarq ac at 5U XLS 
to stta!p. 

None adn ad w.d 500 
a0 at 40 Nb’s 

JUS?CtiUl No change Cattle’ 350 350 11-1/l-15 11-1/2-15~” Inplmcnt 3 pas&e rest- Spray UN3 ac at 1 

s-1/5-30 rotation and existing Aw 100 AlbLs f 
b-ping CT& Cal-solidate Cattle 128 128 m-1/3-31 

Prfor to m-5.1. 
10-W-28 IX@ None chain& reed 700 e 

ac at 70 NT.3 _. _ ! 

a@l 

‘late 

No Change Cattle 390 325 5-l/1-15 No Change None 

fl* Ccnsolidate cattle 20 20 None 
Refer to H-5.1. 

5-10/J-15 5-1/7-u 

Bn Mile CcmsOlidate S&P 149 149 11-l/2-25 
Refer to IW-5.1. 

11-l/2-25 Initiate 
mtation . . 
existing AMP. 

,‘--i 
.: , 

0 .I 

. . __._ *-‘r~ .-.. ..- . . ..-..- -m.. --.w.~.l”--~,~-~-““-- 
- -...* *.,, ). .-... --..-.- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

Mowin V allev 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. Ratme Manaqement 
Objective Number 

RM la 

Objective 

Within 20 years, improve range conditions on 36,780 acres from fair to good in 
14 allotments and increase the carrying capacity frcm the estimated initial 
capacity of 6217 AUMs to 10,788 AUMs after improvements. 

Allotments 
Fair 
Acreage 

Initial Estimated 
Stocking AUMs after 

Trend Pate-AUMs Improvements 

Antelope Valley 4,302 stitic 1,774 2,155 
Fayette Cattle 555 static 760 

183' 
1,642 

Flat Canyon(s) 616 Static 49 79 
Hop Creek 521 Static 94 102 
Indian Hollow 1,040 static 179 200 
Maple Canyon 1,610 Static 117 179 
Rough Canyon 1,043 Static 322 654 
South Valley 5,660 static 1,307 1,336 
dear Valley 2,416 St&SC 150 335 
Joseph 3,220 Static 170 237 
NorthCoveMxntain 11,873 25% Improving 836 2,150 

75% Static 
Poulson 600 Static 29 53 
BoxCreek 1,411 static 109 150 
Pearson-Lewis 1,913 Static 127 225 

Total 36,780 6,217 10,788 

Rationale 

These allotments already have a high percentage 50 to 80 percent in good condition 
and the rest in fair condition. Theapparenttrendis static. These allotments 
have the potential for supprting as an optimum the present preference (URA Table 5a) 

Many of these allotments are managed under some form of rotation grazing and moderate 
use that favors the maintenance of key species.' Grazing after range readiness is 
a recognized practice. 

Fey species include the following cool season grasses: Oryzopsis hymenoides, 
Sitanian Stipa.cmta, Asrapyron smithii outhe lower foothill and valley ranges. 

Inadditiontothese h&:gs ixportant~ingreasewcodand saltbrushtypes. 
qropyron spxatum and Stipa lettemmm are rmportant- Crested wheatgrass 

(aqropyron desertorium) are key to maMgement of seeded range- 

(/nsttuctions of2 reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE,RIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPI 

Activity 

* MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1RM la. 1 Step 3 

Recorfmndation PM la.1 

Initiate the follming actions by 1982: 
(See attached Reccmnmdation Table). 

support Needs 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Antelope Valley - 2 mi. pipeline 
10 ac. exclosure 

Fayette Cattle - 7mi. fence, lspr. 
1.5 mi. pipeline, 
2 cattkguards 

Flat Canyon (Sanpete) - None 
Hop C!&& - None 
Indian Hollow - None 
Maple danyon - 1 Spring development 
Rough Canyon - None 
South Valley - None 
Bear Valley - 5mi. fence, 3%mi. 

pipeline 
Joseph - None 
No.Cove Mtn. - 6 mi. fence, 1 cattleguard 
Paulson None 
Box Creek None 
Pearson-Lewis 1.5 miles pipeline 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

Rationale RM la.1 

These allotments appear to be responding 
favorable to present livestock use in 
that all the rangelands are in good and 
fair condition with no declining trend in 
condition. !Ihis is true dispite the 
recent severe drought years fromwhich 
these allotments are recovering. 

Initial grazing capacities are based on 
the 1978 range sumey for allotments in 
the Sanpete P.U. and on the adjudicated 
values from earlier surveys for allotments 
in the North Sevier and Piute PUS. Surveys 
completed in 1976 and 1978 on 8 out of 25 
allotments in the North Sevier PU and 18 
out of 29 allotments in the Piute, PU were 
used to varify the grazing capacities and 
earlier surveys. Except for North Cove 
Mountain in this group, the g-razing cap- 
acity estimates fran the 1976 and earlier 
surveys are reasonably close in the North 
Sevier and Piute PUS. North Cove shows 
863. AUMs adjudicated preference; the 1976 
survey estimated 1250 AUMs. Other studies 
indicate this allotment my have improved 
since earlier surveys. An additional 387 
AUMs of livestock forage my prove to be 
available following further studies. 

Irdian Hollow, in the Sanpete PU, slmws 
an initial grazing capacity estimate of 
179 AUMs, 71 AUMs above the present pre- 
ference of 108 AUMs. Since this range is 
in fair cordition only, and hasbeen lic- 
ensed for 40% of its preference of 108 for 
the past several years, further study is 
suggested before more than a temporary lic- 
ense to graze in excess of preference is 
issued. 
Future wildlife forage allocations for tk 
IndianHollow Allotmentbeyondcurrent use 
will be dependent on range codtion, ___. 
cairying capacity andneed asde+rmined 
through range &dies (see wildlife re- 
ccmnendations, WL-4.1 and WL-7.1). 

~lt~.~tnrc/i~~ns on reuersej Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Farlge Management 

Objective Number 

IU 

Key browse species include: Eurotialanata, Atriplex canescens andArtemisia 
nova andonthe higher ranges Pursiatridentata. 

Critical grchh periods for the grasses are 4/l to 6/15 at the lower elevations 
ard 5/15 to 7/15 at the higher elevations. Late summer and early fall are critical 
periods for key brcmse species. 

Refer to RM 2.1 Rationale for details of management. 

.‘L- --- --G- ._ 
‘““iy2s on reverse) 

~-- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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II 

la. 1 I~waruwndiitions 
Initiate tllc following actions by 1982: 

-- 

Allotwnts 

.__----.- -_------ 
%.et-Gi 

Allotmnt bxxxwndcd Existing Grazing FERXiX CF USC ---- 
status Livcstcck Prcf.(AL;lrls) cap. (AUNS) Fran lb -- 

TFFT~~rn~ 
Grazing Iand 

Antelope Valley Consolidate Sheep 2538 1774 10/16-4/X 10/16-5/31 Alternate use. during crit- ulain 6 seed 160 ac. 
Refer to RM-5.1 ical writi (4/l-6/15) at 20 AU&+. 

Faystte Cattle No change Cattle 2037 943 5/l-9/3oc Jmp1enE!ntexi.&ingmP chain & !ked 255 ad. 
Sheep 1O/1-11/71 6/l-9/30 at 32 AIMS. 

G/1-6/30 

Flat Canyon 
-.--- 

No change 
----. 

Cattle 350 49 5/l-6/30 
----P---Y__ 10/.1~1wl.-u~~~~? 

None Nono 

Hop creek No change Sheep 240 94 10/l -11/30 None None 
5/l - 6/3O No dmgc 

Indian Eollcw % change sheep 108 179 5/l-6/15 None None 
10/l-11/15 No change 

Xaple Canyon Ii0 change Sheep 135 117 10/l-4/30 10/16-11/E t+me ' Spray 300 ac. at 
. 5/l-5/31 -_____. ..___-_ 60ALMs. -.----.- -_-_-- - .--_-. _ _ ._ __._ . .._. .-_ . _ . -I___-.-. 

Rough Cxvn Consolidate Sheep 
Fafcr to RY 5.1 

591 322 l/1-3/10 11/l&31 None None 

So&!! Valley % change sheep 
d. 

2777 ' 1307 12/l-4/30 No &ange None None. : 

Bear Valley No dlangc cattle 150 150 5/16-lo/15 No Ckange Initiate 3 pasture grazing 
systan. Altcrnateuscduring None 

_-.-___ ---_._I---...-- .- _ --.--- -----. . ._-- ~-. ___._. ^ _.__. _ - _-- --.---- .- critical-.peric$ _5/?6r6/3~L..-.--~~ __ , 

Josar,h 
s!?cc3 

r:o cha!?ocrc 2 c&c 170 170 4/10-5131 2/l-4/15 'kkkne None 

Xorth Cove ?Xmntain Consolidate cattle 540 c 
R&X to w5.1 sheep 2969 836 

_______ ~__---.--_-I_ -.- - c-- 

5/l-6/30 
10/l-10/25 NJ change 

___ ._____--- -.- - 

Initiate 3 pasture grazing 
systall. Alternateuse duringCcntmlP-J& Sage- 
critical period (5/l-6/30) 1600 ac. at 160 AWS 

chain & seed 780 ac. 
at 78 AUMs. .-- 

Pxlson 130 Change Cattle 29 29 4/21-S/20 3/20-4/21 None Nme 

Box o-c& Consolidate cattle 12/l - l/31 9/l-5/31c Initiate 4pastUre restro- krE 
Refer to Rd5.1. Sheep 109s 109 4/l-5/31 9/l-3/315 tation. Refer to Iu4 5.2 

Pearscn-Lmis NoChsge Cattle 127 127 6/l-10/5 5/15-7/31 None 



Livestock Water Requirements1 

RM la 

Allotments 

Antelope Valley 2,011,716 2,443,770 
Fayette Cattle 1,069,362 1,862,028 
Flat Canyon (Sanpete) 55,566 427,518 
Hop Creek 106,596 231,336 
Indian Hollow 202,986 226,800 
Maple Canyon 132,678 202,986 
Rough Canyon 365,148 741,636 
South Valley 1,482,138 2,525,418 
Bear Valley 170,100 379,890 
Joseph 192,780 268,758 
NorthCoveMountain 948,024 2,438,100 
Poulson 328,860 60,102 
Box creek 123,606 170,100 
Pearson-Lewis 144,018 255,150 

Total 
1 

7,333,578 12,233,592 

"For water development projects, see associated re commendation support 
needs. 

(Cattle 1,134 Liters/AUM) 

Initial Livestock 
Water Needs (Liters)2 

Future Livestock 
Water Needs (Liters)2 

2 Conversion ratio for liters: 3.78 Liters = 1 gal. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT ;:gFtZin Vallev 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 
nt 

Multiple Use RecoImen dation Rationale 

Accept the reccarmendation as written 
except for the following allotments: 

Rough canyon - Reduce initial carrying 
capacity tc 307 Am 

The reduction in livestock AUMs from 
initial estimated (range survey) capacity 
are made to meet present wildlife needs. 
Estimates of present wildlife needs appear 
to be realistic. 

Joseph - Change grazing period to 
2/l - 3/31 

Poulson - As written. Add, rest one 
year out of four. 

Changing the period of livestock use as 
shuwnwill favorthe gru&handrepz&uct- 
ion of c-1 season grasses, hence should 
improve range condition. 

By providing rest one year out of four in 
addition to changing the period of use 
from 4/21 - 5#20 to 3/20 -4/21 should 
improve the condition of this allotment 
from fair to good within 15 to 20 years. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f/ll.~~vrr~:lr,ll.5 0,) WWV.W~ ’ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Ranue Manauement 
OverIay Reference 

Step 1 R&j la. IStep 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the qacialist reccxxnendat- 
ion with the following modifications: 

See rationale for qxcialist recomnendat- 
ion. 

a. Continue to usa the current season- 
of-use on the following allotments: 

Allotment 

Fayette Cattle 

Season-of-Use 

5/l-9/30 Cattle 
10/l-11/17 Sheep 
6/l-6/30 sheep 

Season of use was not charged on four 
allotments because estimated improvements 
from the change would not materialize 
in the sbxt run and would interfere with 
the operator's use on national forest 
lands. Improvements in the allotments 
have already been accomplished by several 
good years of precipitation. 

Joseph 5/10 - 5/31 Cattle 

Box Creek 4/l - 5/31 Sheep 
12/l - l/31 Sheep 

arson-Lewis 6/l-10/5 Cattle 

U. Adjust the initial grazing capacity 
on the following allotments: 

Allotment New Preference 

Fayette Cattle 1450 AUMs 
Rough Canyon 307 AUMs 

c. Provide land treatment on the follow- 
ing allotments: 

The grazing use reductions on Fayette 
Cattle and Rough Canyon are based on the 
1978 range survey and an analysis done 
on trend and utilization studies for 
these allotments. The Fayette Cattle 
allotment has had more than 94 percent of 
its acres treated and are classified as 
being in good condition with a static trend. 
Livestock and wildlife needs will both 
be met without jecpardizing the condition 
of the allotment. Acompromisewasreached 
on the AUM distribution between livestock 
and wildlife. Current n&rs for both 
species exceed the carrying capacity of 
the Rough Canyon allotment and adjustments 
are necessarytocorrectthisweruse. 

Allotment Approx&t%ate Acreage 

Antelope Valley 160 
Fayette Cattle 255 
MapleCanyon 300 
No. Cove Mountain 2,380 ; 

d. Implementagrazing wstemasthe 
need is identified in the development 
of Allotment Management Plans for each 
allotment. 

Land treatment has been approved for-these 
allotments because of their potential for 
response. Estimated yield from the treat- 
ment is expected tobe one AUM from 5 - 8 
acres. These treatments will al= 
enhance thecarrying capacitiestothe 
benefit of both livestock and wildlife. 
type of treatment shxld be determined as 
the AMPS are developed. 

ICI- Establish monitoring 
,. i Adies on allotments which presently 
'. , not have studies. Thismonitoring 

Graz&q qstems should be determined as 
the allotment management plans are 
developed. Better on-the-ground manage- 
mentwill result if the Area Manager has 
the flexibility to work out a grazing 
strategy with the operator at the time the 
AMP is written. Locking the Area Manager 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

frnsfrrtcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
ManagemPnt 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEClSlOfi Step 1 m la IStep 3 

program should include data collection 
to cbtain accurate actual use, forage 

intoagrazing qstematthistim could 

utilization, range condition and trend, 
be deterimantal to the overall range 

climatological data, wildlife habitat 
program. Rangelands are constantly &ject 

studies, watershed conditions and 
to change from many different factors. The 

aquatic environmental studies. 
Area Manager needs sme flexibility to 
effectively deal with these factors. 

A monitoring program is being established 
to provide basic technical data to allow 
for an informed and legally defensible 
decision. This program will be used to 
identify developing or continuing adverse 
situations which may require i+ediate 
modifications to the rangeland program as 
established in this document. Future 
evaluations and adjustments will be deter- 
mined throug,h the use of the monitoring 
program and the development of AMPS. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flnsrrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Rawe Manasement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1’ RM 1 .alStep 3 

Support Needs 

Allotments 

Fayette Cattle 

Supxxt Facilities 

7 mi. fencing, 1 spring 
development, 1.5 miles 
pipeline 

Maple Canyon 1 spring development 
South Valley 7 miles fencing 
Bear Valley .3.5 miles pipeline 
No. Cove Mountain 6 miles fencing 

The remaining allotments have no support 
needs. 

Implementation Schedule 

'.982 Implement monitoring program. 
de grazing decisions. 

FY 1983 Write AMP for Fayette Cattle 
Allkment. Continue monitoring prcgram. 

FY 1984 Implement Fayette Cattle AMP. 
Write cabined AMP for the Antelope Valley 
and Maple Canyon Allotments. Continue 
monitoring program. 

FY 1985 Implement AMPS on the Antelope 
Valley and Maple Canyon ailotments. 
Write AMPS for the Flat Canyon and 
Rough Canyon allotments. Continue monit- 
oring program. 

FY 1986 Implement AMPS on the Flat Canyon 
and Rough Canyon allotments. Continue mon- 
itoring program. Remaining allotments 
will have AMPS written and implemented as 
time and funding permit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Insfrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKP&AN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fh1FP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 m 1 Ftep 3 

FY 1983 Continue monitoring program. 

FY 1984 Write AMPS for Long Flat, 
Wcod Hollow, and the Deer Flat and 
Maxysvale consolidation (new Marys- 
vale)allotments. Continue monitor- 
ingprogram. 

FY 1985 Implement AMPS for Long Flat, 
Wocd Hollow and the New Marysvale 
Allotments. Write an AMP for the 
Dry Hill consolidation (New Rough 
Canyon) allotment. Continue mmitor- 
ing program. 

FY 1986 Continue monitoring program. 
Remaining allotmnts will have AMPS 

'ttenand implemented as time and 
ling permit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Instructions 072 reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES Name IhlFPJ 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Ranqe Manaqement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RN-1 . Ftep 3 

Recommendation RM-1.2 Rationale 

Transfer the use of 25 AUMs of grazing The Marysvale, Tate and Deer Flat Allot- 
preference from the Ogden Allotment 
the Marysvale Allotment. 

Support Needs 

See Support Needs RM-1.1 and RM-2.1 

to ments are contiguous to each other and 
separated by fencing in such a way that 
grazing use could be controlled. Land 
treatment measures totaling 690 acres of 
chaining and seeding have been completed on 
the flarysvale Allotment. Although this 
treatment was primarily initiated for the 
benefit of wildlife, the increase in grasses 
has improved the range potential for live- 
stock. It has been calculated that the 
Marysvale Allotment can absorb the 25 AUMs 
of use recommended for transfer from the Ogden 
Allotment. This 25 AUM transfer and the 
combination of the Deer Flat and Marysvale 
Allotments will place all the use by one 
permittee in one allotment. 

------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the recommendation as written 
for the Marysvale Allotment. 

Converting the additional cattle AUMs result- 
ing from chaining and seeding of 690 acres 
would be beneficial to the vegetative mix in 
the allotment. The number of AUFls initially 
gained from a conversion from cows to deer 
would be insignificant. Grass species would 
eventually dominate the range thus reducing 
browse production and thereby reducing wild- 
life AUfls from their original numbers. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flnsfnrcfion.5 on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

l~~~~f!juYtain Valley 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Ranqe blanaqement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-1 .Ztep 3 

Decision Ratio.nale 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
to transfer the use of 25 AUMs of 
grazing preference from the Ogden Allot- 
ment to the Marysvale Allotment. 

See recommendation and multiple-use recommend- 
ation rationales. 

Support Needs 

None 

The transfer of 25 AUMs of grazing pre- 
ference from the Ogden allotment to the 
tlarysvale allotment will help improve the 
grazing administration of the allotments 
since the same operator is involved in the 
transfer of the AUMs. 

Imp1 ementation Schedule 

See schedules for RM 1.1 and RN 2.1. 

Transferring the grazing use will also 
alleviate some of the grazing pressure and 
help improve range condition. (See Range 
Decisions RM-2.1, RM-5.1 and RM-5.2 and 
Wildlife Decisions WL-6.2). 

’ -..- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Clusfnrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
Ranqe Management 

Objective Number 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

? 

Objective 

Improve range condition frcm poor to fair on 14 ,641 acres and frcxn fair'to good 
on 114,381 acres on the follming 32 allotments by 1989; reverse the downward trend 
on 19,711 acres on 17 of these allotments: 

Allotment Fair Acres Poor Acres Declining Acres 

Axtel 989 1,222 
Gunnison Valley 2,584 5,105 3,840 
Red Canyon 2,182 1,200 
River 488 488 
Rock Canyon 7,524 480 
Sanpitch 959 360 
Twelve Mile 160 160 
Burrville 2,760 540 
Canal 4,051 
Hunt 678 232 
KoosharemCreek 1,918 
Lost creek 2,164 
Magl&Y 914 
Parson-Mills 881 881 
Sand Ledges 6,196 
Twist 2,677 
Angle Bench 5,633 1,045 2,000 
DryLake 7,263 1,000 
DryWash 160 
&kee 3,895 
East Bench 15,558 2,920 
East Fork 3,242 
Elbaw 4,338 
Greenwich Creek 580 
Hatch,Canyon 1,140 480 
HcdgeRanch 10,812 2,772 2,240 
Hunter Spring 2,553 320 
Junction 7,289 680 
Manning creek 71241 680 ., :. .. 1. i 

.,.’ ‘- . 

920 

19,711 

(instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April19753 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name C:tlFPl 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

RangeManagement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R(vj 2.1 Step3 

3Xxmmendation RM 2.1 Rationale RM 2.1 

(See RM 2.1 Table). The allotments listed are in less than 
satisfactory condition.. Generally the 
coolseasongrasses are lacking invigor 
and less abundant in the plant 
canposition than desired. Key grass 
species on the lawer foothill and valley 
lands include: Oryzopsis hymanoides, 

, Agropyron and on smithii, 
greasewoodand saltbrushtypas, Sitanian 
hystrix. At higher elevations Agropyron. 
spicatum and Stipa lettermanii. become 
more important. On seeded ranges, crested 
wheatgrass (AgropFon desertonm) and 
intermediate wheatgrass (Agrcpyron 
intermedium) are key to management. 
Critical growth periods for these grasses 
are 4/l to 6/15 at the lower elevations 
and S/15 to 7/15 at the higher elevations. 

Brmse species are also key plants on 
most of these ranges since a majority of 
.thelowerrangeis importantforwintering 
livestock and big game animals. Key browse 
species include: Kurotia lanata, Atriplex 
canescens and Artemesia nova on the lower 
ranges and Rursia tridendata, and on 
saw ranges, Cercocarpus spp. on the 
higher ranges. 

I 
Browse species need 

favorable growthperiods overalonger 
period than the grasses. In addition to 
the critical periods ccmmn to the grasses 
inthe spring andearly smmer,mst 
browse plants require a period following 
flowering and setting of seedinwhich 
to translocate and form carbohydrate re- 
serves. Late sumer and early fall be- 
cams critical for most browse plants 
sincenuch of thegrazingbylivestockis 
shifted fromgrass tobrowse as the season 
advances and the grass drys up. 

Recamended actions under RM'2.1 are made 
with the purpose of favoring cool season 
grasses and browse species that are key 
to improving the condition and product- 
ivity of the site. Actions address the 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIrl.c!rrfr/ir~ns 012 reuersc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

~..._ -. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CMFPi 

Mountain Vallev 
Activity 

needs. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RanqeManaqemnt 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 PM 2.1 Step 3, 

Implementatiou Schedule 

EY 1982 Implement monitoring program. 
Issue grazing decisions. Write AMPS 
for Gunnison Valley consolidation and 
Red Canyon Allotrrents. 

F'Y 1983 Implement New Gunniscn Valley 
and Red Canyon AMPS. Write AMPS for 
the Hatch Canyon consolidation and 
Junction Allotments. Continue mnitor- 
ingprogram. 

FY 1984 Implement Hatch Canyon (New 
Narrows) and Junction AMPS. Write AMPS 
for the Axtell, Rock Canyon, Angle 
Bench and East Bench consolidation (New 
Otter Creek), and Hedge Ranch Allot- 
ments. aOntinue mnitoring program. 

EY 1985 Irrplemnt Axtell, Rock Canyon, 
New Otter Creek and Hodge Ranch AMPS. 
Write AMPS for the Dry Lake and 
Manning Creek consolidation (New Dry 
Lake) Allotnents. Continue nrmitor- 
ingprogram. Remaining allotments will 
have AMPS writtenandimplemented as 
timeandfundingpermit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flnsfrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



’ HOWARD C. NIELSON w.IwI*~~o* or,,c, 

THlRO DISTRICT. “,A” 

CtjMMlTTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
,“IcoYuIIIIcI: 

,tPA,.TN *ND ENVIRONMENT 
ENERGY Af4” POWER 

COMMERCE. CONSUMFR PROTECTION. 
AND COMPETITI’JENESS 

COMMllXE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

s”ICOUUlnLc 

GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES AND TRANSPORTATION 
“ICE CHAIRMAN 

COPPER CAUCUS 
COAL CAUCUS 

RURAL CAUCUS 

STEEL CAUCUS 

MIUTARY REFORM CAUCUS 

August 7, 1989 

Jerry W. Goodman 
District Manager 
150 East 900 North 

Congress of the 9Bnited j&ma 
Ihouse of ~qrammibt!s 

3IUbhington, 3EHE 20515 

1121 LONGWORTH WOUSE OFFICE 6”lLOlNG 
WASHINGTON. DC 10616 

12021226-778 I 

rlllr”lc7 o,,,cr,: 

t 10s FEDERAL 6”lLOlNC 
66 WEST 100 NORTH 

PROVO, UT 64601 
1601~377-I776 

e2207 FEDERAL BUILDING 
125 SOUTH STATE STREET 
SALT LAKE CITY. UT 84 136 

I6OU 614-5301 

J: - 
//’ EAST CENTER STREET f, 

MOAB. “Y 6.632 
(6.01) 256-7,66 

UTAH TOLL.FREE NUMBER 
l-600-24S-1426 

Richfield, Utah 84701 

Dear Jerry: 

Enclosed is a copy of the draft bill "To transfer juiisdiction of 
certain public lands in the State of ?Jtah'to the forest Service, and 
for other purposes." ‘! 

I 
Please take a close look at it and let 'me know your concerns. We 
will introduce a bill as soon as we get your O.K. I can be contacted 
at the Provo office listed above. 

Sincerely, 

Jb-@yyd 
Anne Jayries 
Field Assistant to 
Congressman Howare Nielson 

. . 

. . . 

aoj 
I 

Enclosure 



United States 
Department Of 

Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Washington 12th & Independence SW 

Office P.O. Box 96090 
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090 

I Reply To: 1510 

Date: UuI 24 889 * 

Honorable Howard C. Nielson 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

._ 8 . _ 
. 

Dear Congressman Nielson: -. 

As you requested, we have prepared the enclosed draft bill "To transfer 
jurisdiction of certain public lands in the State of Utah to .the Forest 
Service, and for other purposes." ' 

. I 

This bill would facilitate the management of Federal land adjacent to the 
esisting boundary of the Fishlake National Forest. The lands are currently 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLf4) but are isolated from 
other public lands. As you requested, we have coordinated the draft 
legislation with the BLH. 

The enclosed draft bill is provided as a drafting service only and should not 
be construed as an indication of the position of the Department of Agriculture 
on any legislation which may subsequently be introduced. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

r-3 
do’ “VA 
IIAT Caring for Ihe Land and Serving People 

Au6 07798 



A BILL 

.t. 

. 

To transfer jurisdiction'of certain public lands in the State of Utah to the 
' Forest Service, and for other purposes. 

. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
, 

States of America in'congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
: 

"Fishlake National Forest Enlargement Act." 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds that-- 

(a) Certain public lands presently managed by the Bureau of Land 

Management (hereafter, "BLM") are adjacent to the Fishlake National Forest and, 

for the most part, are accessible only from Fishlake National Forest lands; 

(b) Those public lands are isolated and disconnected from other public 
. 

lands and have been identified through the land use planning process of the BLM 

as suitable for transfer to the Forest Service; 

(c) The Forest Service currently manages much of the livestock grazing on 

those public lands by cooperative agreement with the BLM; and 

(d) Administration of those public lands as part of the Fishlake National 

Forest would allow for more efficient and economfcal management by both the 

Forest Service and the BLM. 

SEC. 3.(a) The lands subject to this Act are those lands identified on a map 

entitled "Fishlake National Forest Enlargement" (hereafter, "map"), dated 

and filed, together with a legal description of such lands, in the 

Office of the Chief of the Forest Service, kited States Department of 

Agriculture and the Director, Bureau of Land Management, Department of the 

Interior. Such map and legal description shall have the same force and effect 

as if included in this Act, except that correction of clerical and 

typographical errors in such legal description and,map may be made by the 

Secretary of Agriculture in consultation with the Secretary of the Interior. 



I. . i 
(b) Effective on the date of enactment of this Act, jurisdiction over 

public lands designated on the map comprising approximately 10,172.09 acres, 

more or less, is hereby transfhrred to the Secretary of Agriculture as part of 

the Fishlake National Forest, subject to all laws, rules, and regulations 

applicable to the National Forest System. 

(c) The boundary of the Fishlake National Forest is hereby modified to 

include the lands transferred by this Act. 

(d) For the purposes of Section 7 of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-g), the boundary of the Fishlake National Forest, 

as modified by this Act, shall be considered to be the boundary of that 

national forest as of January 1, 1965. 

SEC, 4. (a) Nothing in this Act shall affect valid existing rights of any 

person under any authority of law. 

(b) Authorizations to use lands transferred by this Act which were issued 

prior to the date of transfer shall remain subject to the laws and regulations 

under which they were issued. Such authorizations shall be administered by the 
* . 

Secretary of Agriculture. Any renewal or extension of such authorizations 

shall be subject to the laws and regulations pertaining to the Forest Service, 

Department of Agriculture. The change of adminis.trati.ve jurisdiction resulting 

from the enactment of this Act-shall not in itself constitute a basis for 

denying or approving the renewal or reissuance of any such authorization. 

* * * * * 



Legal Description to accompany map "Fishlake National Forest Enlargement." 

A. 23 S., R. 3 W. 
Section 34, S1/2NE1/4, NW1/4NE1/4, N1/2NW1/4, SW1/4NW1/4, and S1/2; 

. 
T. 24,S., R. 3 W. 

JSection 3, Lots 1 through 4, SW1/4NE1/4, S1/2NW1/4, and SW1/4; 
/Section 9, N31/4, SW1/4, and NW1/4SE1/4; 
&ction 10, NW1/4NW1/4; 
#Section 17, Lots 1 through 8; 
fiection 19, SE1/4; 
laection 20, N1/2, SW1/4, and W1/2SE1/4 
&ecti.on 21, NW1/4NW1/4; 
vSection 29, N1/2NWl/4, SW1/4NW1/4, and W1/2SW1/4; 
*Section 30, All; 
dection 31, Lots 1 through 4, N1/2NE1/4, SWq4NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, 

and NE1/4SW1/4; 

4. 24 S., R. 4 W. 
Section 35, Sl/2; 

T. 25 S., R. 3 W. 
L/ Section 6, Lot 4; 

T. 25-S., R. 4 W. 
dection 1, Lots 1 through 4; 
Action 3, Lots 1, 

bS<ction 
2, Si/2NE1/4, and S1/2; 

9, SE1/4; 
"Section 10, N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, and NW1/4; 
'-Section 20, 
dection 21, Lots SE1/4; 1 through SEl/4NW1/4, SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; 3, NE1/4, and 
Gbtion 29, N1/2, N1/2SW1/4, and SW1/4SW1/4; 
LS&tion All; 30, 

c+bectic)n 31, Lots 1, 2, 4, E1/2NW1/4, SEl/4SW1/4, S1/2SEl/4, and,NSl/4SEL/4; 
, 

T. 26 S., R. 4 W. 
v'sect.ion 5, L*>ts 3 and 4; 
ySection 6, Lots 3 
4 ection Lots 1 

through 13, E1/2SWl/4, and SW1/4SE1/4; 
7, through W1/2NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, 4, SE1,'4NE1/4, E1/2SW1/4, 

'&cfio?BSE~~~~ 1 
&ction 19: Lots 1, 

through E1/2SW1/4, W1/2SE1/4; 4 NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, and 
2, 5 thr;ugh 8, NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4, and SE1/4 

vS&tion 29, Lots 7 through 10; 
Section 30, Lots 2, 8 through 19, and ?11/2NEl/4. 

. 
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FISHLAKE NATIONAL FOREST ENARGEMENT ACT 

Rangeland Administration Transfer 

A. Permittee List 

Permittee Allotment Active Pref SUSP Pref Permit Expires 
Alarence Dunn Joseph 5 2 02/28/99 

/Jack Shipp Joseph 66 87 02/28/2000 

---lcKirby Parker Joseph 60 76 Expired 

Hansen Bros. Joseph 10 13 02/28/96 
Elsinore 126 117 02/28/96 

j,/',r/sZ.derral Poulson Poulson 29 0 02/28/99 

B. Allotment Summary 

Allotment # Class of livestock Season of use 
Joseph .00208 Sheep 04/05-05/20 

Cattle 04/16-05/20 

Elsinore Doas Sheep 12/25-01/15 

,.Poulson o~J& . Cattle 04/21-05/20 



,, -- 
/LAND li.! NAGEMENT 

I 4 
E 

PLAN - STEP 1 
TIVES 

Name f.blFPj 

Vallev 
Activity 

Ranqe Manaqement 
Objective Number 

RMl 

'in optimum ecological condition (33,179 acres in 1 air condition and 1,711 in unclassified) and 
on of 2,777 AUMs for the following fourteen 

! izs Fair Uncla s- 
Acres s 

; 
ified Trend AUMs 

'.i 

:: 
1 

1,389 251 Static 86 
841 static 16 

.y 5,640 450 915 Static 483 
i 5,967 70 static v. 919 
: 566 Static 130 

1,140 142 Static 72 
3,590 125 static 
7,335 

*CL 
Static 389 

330 static 
v/a 

12 

,Jilson -' i: - . ,._. :. 
Dump 

:.,-I#' 
.-. 

5,035 1,121 1,121 static Static 390 45 
Deer Flat 705 195 510 
Marysvale 1,999 1,338 375 286 
Rick's pasture 721 721 Static 11 

Total 38,340 33,179 3,450 1,711 2,777 

')Unclassified-includes seeded and waste type 7 lauds. 

Rationale 

Range lands in this category are generally in gocd ecological condition and 
approach anoptimum in grazing capacity. Sane allotments have scxne potential for 
impmvementthroughlandtreatmentmeasures and through response to improvedgrazing 
practices to increase the natural potential. Sincetheselands are supporting a good 
ground cover and the range sites are not deteriorating, lower priority should be 
given to laud treatment or changes in grazing systems for these allotments than in 
sme of the poorer allotments. 

The Dry Hill, Marysvale and Deer Flat allotments offer opportunities for consolidat- 
ion with allotments needing changes in management and will serve as a maans of 
implementing grazing systems that could improve the opportunities for increased pro- 
duction and improved condition in other less productive allotments. Ricks Pasture 
has been identi$g+az having acreage in fair condition, but no real opportunity 
j.) .:- .q+z *KT$w *+ - _ 5, developed potential. These range lauds shma static trend 

any additional forage 
I bypr~vatelands andcan ~$j$%&EZ~%&e 

Form 1600-20 (April 197: 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Range Management 
Objective Number 

KM1 

Rationale (continued) 

Management is based on maintaining key species: Indian ricegrass (Oryzopis 
hymenoides), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa ccmta), western wheatgrass (Agropyr 
smithii) and on saltbrush and greasewood types squirreltail (Sitanian hystrix) a: 
cool season grmirqgrasses. In addition at the higher elevations blue bunch wheat- 
grass (Agroppon specatum and needlegrass (Stipa lettermanii). On seeded range 
crested wheatgrass (Aqrcpyron desertomn) and intermediate wheatgrass (Agropyron 
intermedium) are key. Key browse species atlmerelevations arewinterfat (Eurotia 
lanata), four-winged saltbrush, (Atriplex canescens) and black sagebrush (Artemisia 
nova). Bitterbrush (Pursia tridentata) is important on the higher ranges. 

Critical growth periods for cool season grasses are 4/l to 6/15 at lower elevations 
and S/15 to 7/15 at higher elevations. 

‘., . 

-_ .-- 

(Insfructions on reverse) 

--- 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name f.llI'Pi 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT M-a i n 1bJ-J mv 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 1 1 Step 3 

Recommendation RM 1.1 Rationale 

Graze the following allotments under 
their present form of management, 
periods of use and levels of stocking 
adjusted as needed to the most recent 
range survey estimates. 

Allotment 

Apple Spring 190 86 
Hayes Canyon 551 483 
Long Flat(Sanpete) 1149 919 
Uinta 109 130 
Under the Rim 286 72 
"-cd Hollow 213 45 

cken ccop 389 389 
>nes 12 12 

Plateau 390 390 
Wilson Dump 45 45 
Marysvale 52 77 
Rick's Pasture 11 11 

Pref. 
AUMs 

Initial 
Grazing 
Capacity 

Graze the Dry Hill and Deer Flat 
allotments described under RM 5.2. 

Support Needs 

Allotments 

i$pple spring 
Dry Hill 
Hayes Canyon 
Long Flat (Sanpete 
Uinta 
Under the rim 
Wcod Hollow 
ChickenCoop 
Jones 
Plateau 
Wilson Dump 
Deer Flat 
'--Tsvale 

k's Pasture 

Support Facilities 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

2 reservoirs 
None 
None 
None 

T 
a VT 

increased forage allocat'on for the Uinta 
otment IS based on the ca culated carr ing 1 

capacity determined as a result of the 1978 
range surve 
ing UnTt. f 

conducted for the Sanpete Plann- 
ora e 

according to BL il 
increases will be phased in 

range regulations dealing 
wTth Increased forage ca acity, 
wildlife use in the allo m nt ! 

Long term 
IS not expected 

to exceed current numbers see wi dlife 
recommendatio 

f 
the survey 

WI-4. 3 Based on 

available 
a ditlona a 1 ?!!a!$-kLaiit 

for wildlife use in the Uin Y 
IS 

a 
allotment should a need be determined and the 
allocation deemed appropriate by BLM managers. 

The Marysvale allotment will have use in- 
creased by 25 AUMs to accommodate a transfer 
of use from the 0 
mittee is involve 

ill 
% 

den allotment One per- 
with this trk fer which 

conso idate his use to one a lotment 
Marysvale 3 

7 
The excess AUMs will be rovided 

rom a 280 acre seeding in the Marysva e 
1 Sp. Development allotment. 

'; 

None 
None 

These allotments appear to be responding 
favorably to.existing management. Since 
scan question exist as to how accurately 
licensed use represents actual use on many 
allotments and since studies of trend in 
range condition and utilization are not 
complete, values arrived at fran range 
surveys are assuwd to represent the 
present level of stocking (initial grazing 
capacity). This is the adjudicated values 
for North Sevier and Piute PUS and the 
values derived from the 1978 range surveys 
for Sanpete PU. As more accurate records 
are acquired, adjustments from the initial 
grazing capacity should be made. 

Dry Hill, Uinta, Jones, Wilson Dump, Deer 
Flat and Picks Pasture are small acreages 
that by themselves do not lend thyselves 
to more than custodial management. Dry 
Hill and Deer Flat offer opportunities for 
consolidation (RI5.1,5.2). The others rray 
remain as they are for the time being. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Il/.~:,.trc:lo,lc 011 )‘cl*er’scI 
-- 

’ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.lllT/‘l 

Activity 
Valley 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mulkiple Use Analysis 

See Mountain Valley Environmental Impact Statement - _ 
_____________------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recomzndation Rationale 

Accept the remmen dation as written 
except for the following allotments: 

Adjust initial grazing capacity to 861 
AUMs for the Long Flat allotment and 
380 AUMs for the Chicken Coop Allotment. 

Accept the support needs as identified 
in the recomnendation except for the 
Plateau allotment. WL 9.1 to burn 
1000 acres will be implemented on 
'?is allotment. 

These allotments are responding favorably 
to existing mnagement. 

These allotments are heavy deer winter 
use areas. The reduction in livestock 
AUMs on Long Flat is a canprcmise with 
wildlife. Areductionof 9 AUMs in 
livestockismade onthe ChickenCoop 
allotment for watershed protection on the 
small portion in critical condition. 

Since the needs for livestock arebeing 
met, the additional 52 AUMs realized from 
recamendation WL 9.1 will be allotted 
to wildlife. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I,,.~!rl,r:lllr7.~ r,,2 ,CUPlCPI 
- 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



RM1 

Allotments 

Apple Spring 
Dry Hill 
Hayes Canyon 
Long Flat (Sanpete) 
Uinta 
Under the Rim 
Wood Hollow 
ChickencoOp 
Jones 
Plateau 
Wilson Dump 
Deer Flat 
Marysvale 
Rick's Pasture 

Livestock Water R8quirements' 

(Cattle 1,134 liters/AUM) 

Initial Livestock 
Water Needs (Liters) 

2 

97,524 Nochange 
18,144 No change 

547,722 No change 
1,042,146 No change 

147,420 No change 
81,648 Nodnange 
51,030 No change 

441,126 Nochange 
13,608 No change 

442,260 NQ &age 
51,030 No&ange 

115,668 lb &ange 
87,318 No change 
12,474 No change 

Future Livestock 
Water Needs (gals)2 

Total 3,149,118 

1 For water development projects, see associated re ccxnmandation support 
needs. 

2 Conversion ratio for liters: 3.78 Liters = 1 gal. 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision 

Accept the specialist reconanendation 
with the following modification: 

a. Adjust the initial grazing capacity 
on the following allotments: 

Allotment New Preference 

ChickencoOp 380 AUMs 
Marysvale 97 AUMs 

b. Establish additional monotiring 
studies on allotments which presently do 
not have studies. Thismonitoring pro- 
gram should include data collection to 
obtain accurate actual use, forage utili- 

-C.ion, range condition and trend, 
ratological data, wildlife habitat 

,,&Les, watershed conditions and aquatic 
enviroranental studies. 

C. Implement land treatment on the 
following allotments: 

Allotment Approx. Acres 

chicken coop 200 
Hayes Canyon 620 
Plateau 1,200 

Support Needs 

Allotments Support Facilities 

ChickenCoop 
Marysvale 
Plateau 

4 miles fencing 
3 miles fencing 
1 mile fencing 

Implementation Schedule 

Name IMFPj 

Mountain Vallev 
Activity 

Rancrp MallageatMt 
Overlay Reference 

Step lm 1 1 Step 3 

Rationale 

See rationale for specialist recanmand- 
ation. 

A reduction of 9 AUMs for livestock 
hasbeenrnade intheChickenCocp 
Allotmant for watershed protection on 
a snail portion of land in critical 
condition. 

The Marysvale allotmant will have an 
additional 20 AUMs to bring the initial 
grazing capacity up to a total of 97 
AUMs. This adjustment is to accc[lltllodate 
the consolidation of the Tate Allotment 
(20 AUMs) with the Marysvale allotrrent. 
Use in the Tate portion of the consolidation 
will be on a restricted basis until 
improvements in range condition have 
occurred. The other 25 AUMs will 
account for a transfer of use frcxn the 
Ogden Allotment to the Marysvale 
allotmant. This action will consolidate 
use for one permittee to the Marysvale 
allotment. Forage capacity to meet 
the new allocation in the Marysvale 
allotint is possible because of a 280 
acre seeding which resulted in a yield 
of one AUM per 5 acres. 

Amonitoring prcgramisbeing established 
to provide basic technical data to 
allow for an informed and legally 
defensible decision. This program 
will be used to identify developing or 
continued adverse situations which may 
require inxnediate modifications to the 
rangeland program as established in 
this dorxnent. Future evaluations and 
adjustmznts will be determined through 
the use of the mxitoring program and 
the development of AMPS. EY 1982 Implement monitoring program. 

Ts~ue g&zing decisions. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fl~~.z!rrrr/iom on rewrsel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



District: 
Richfield Date. 2/13/98 . 

Resource Area: Sevier River 

Allotment: Jones 

Name: Lawrence Jones Estate Address: Monroe, UT 84754 

I X We hereby request relinquishment to the Bureau of Land 
Management of x all 
following-described base 

part of the grazing privileges attached to the 
property 

'Description (include common name and legal subdivision) 

Lawrence Jones Base Property consisting of 80 acres and known as the Arnold Dunn Farm, 
located in T. 25 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 22, SW%%; and Sec. 24, NW%m&. 

The extent of the grazing privileges to be relinquishl$ under this 
request is 12 AUM's of Federal range use with AU's of 

cattle 
allotment: 

horses - xx sheep in the following-described units or 

Jones allotment 

I X We agree that the base property from which this grazing, 
privilege is relinquished shall lose its qualification for grazing 
privileges in the amount specified above when this request is 
approved. 

.I X We certify that I 2 We am (are) the owner(s) of the base 
property herein describedand have the lawful right to relinquish the 
grazing privileges specified above. 

(Check applicable block) 
; >The base property described in this request for relinquishment is 

not encumbered. . 

_ Consent. of encumbrancer attached 

__ Consent of owner attached (when applicant is other than the owner) 
e 

CL cTiek& 
. 

0 -=-zL?.?. 
(Signature of Witnesg) (Sflgnature offlicensfl or Permittee) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Riwe Manaqement 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lm 2.1 Step 3 

Support Needs 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Axtell .25 miles of stock trail 

Gun&son Valley 4.5 mi. fencing, 200 _ 
gully plugs 

Red Canyon 

Rock Canyon 

Canal 

Sandledge 
I. 

DryLake 

East Bench 

Elbow 

Hatch Canyon 

HodgeFknch 

Hunter Spring 

Junction 

i 
ManningCreek 

3 mi. fencing, 1 rain- 
trap, 2mi. pipeline 

7 mi. fencing, 2 rain- 
traps, 2 mi. pipeline 

2 mi. fencing 

6 mi. fencing, 1 rain- 
trap, stock trail 

1 spr. developmnt, 
3 mi. of stock trail, 
3 mi.. fencing, 
1 exclosure 

lreservoir, 3 mi.pipe- 
line, 3.5 mi. fencing, 
2 spring developments. 

20 gully plugs, 4.5 mi. 
fencing, 18.5 mi. pipe- 
line. 

3.5 mi. fencing 

2 spr. developmmts, 
3 mi. pipeline. 

3.5 mi.. fencing 

2 mi. fencing, 7.5 mi. 
pipeline 

16 mi. fencing, 20 
gully Plug* 

The remaining allotments have no support 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Ins/rrrcfions on reversel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fhlF PJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step1 RM 2.1Step3 

Greenwich Creek 9/15 - 10/15 C&S 

Manning Creek 10/l - 2128 C 
5/21 - 6/30 C 

c. Eliminate livestock grazing on the 
Tate and Twelve mile allotments. 

d. Implement landtreatmentonthe 
following allotments: 

Allotment Approximate Acres 

Gunnison Valley 2,900 
Red Canyon 1,500 
Rock Canyon 640 
KoosharemCr. 300 
SandLedge 2,700 
Dry Lake 1;700 
Fast Bench 500 
..lbw 2,100 
Greenwich Creek 150 
Hatch Canyon 320 
Hedge Ranch 400 
Hunter Spring 500 
Junction 1,000 
Manning Creek 1,500 

e. Implement a grazing system as the 
need is identified in the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
for each allotment. 

f. Establish&itiona~~ nmitoring 
studies on allotments which presently 
do not have studies. This monitoring 
program should include data collection 
to cbtain accurate actual use, forage 
utilization, range condition and trend, 
climatological data, wildlife habitat 
studies, watershed conditions and aquatic 
environmental studies. 

g. Issue no decision for the Dry Wash 
Allotment. 

Grazing systems should be de&mined as 
the allotment management plans are 
developed. Better on the ground mge- 
ment will result if the Area Manager has 
the flexibility to work out a strategy 
with the operator at the time the AMP is 
written. Locking the Area Manager into 
a grazing system at this point could be 
detrimental to the overall range program. 
Rangelands are constantly subject to 
change from many different factors, 
overtime andtheA.reaManagerneeds some 
flexibility to effectively deal with 
these factors. 

A monitoring program is being established 
to provide basic technical data to allow 
for an informed and legally defensible 
decision. This program will be used to 
identify developing or continuing adverse 
situations which my require imtediate 
mdifications to the rangeland program 
as established in this documeqt. Future 
evaluations and adjustments will be 
determined through the use of the 
monitoring program and the development 
of AMPS. 

The Dry Wash Allotment is administratively 
handled out of the Cedar City District. 
A decision for the allotment will be 
issued upon completion of the Cedar City 
grazing EIS analyzing this allotment. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flmsfntcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Needs 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Axtell 
Gum-bon Valley 

Red Canyon 
River 
Rook Canyon 

Sanpitch (North) 
Sanpitch 
Twelve Mile 
Burrville 
Canal 

Hunt 
KoosharmCreek 
Lost Creek 
Magleby 
Parson Mills 
Sand Ledges 
Twist 
Angle Bench 
Dry Lake 

Dry Wash 
Durkee 
East Bench 

East Fork 
Elbow 

Greenwich Creek 
HatchCanyon 
Hodge Ranch 
Hunter Spring 

I xtion 

kmi. stock trail 
4.5 mi. fence, 
1 cattleguard 

3 mi. fence, 2 res. 
None 
7 mi. fence, 2 mi pipe- 
line, 2 rain traps. 

None 
None 
None 
None 
ExtendpipelineMonroe 
coop .5 mi., 1 trough 

None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
1 spr., 3mi. stock 
trail, 10 ac. exclos. 

1 mi. pipeline, 2 troughs 
3.5 miles & pipeline 
3.5 n-i. fence, 2 springs, 
3 mi. pipeline, 1 res. 

None 
4.5 mi.. fence, 5 mi. 
pipelines, 1 cattleguard 

None 
3.5 mi. fence 
2 spr. 3 mi. pipeline 
None 
3.5 mi. fence 
7.5 mi. pipeline 

following: proper 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Manaqelllent 
Overlay Reference 

SteplRM 2.1 &%&inued 

rate of stocking, season 
of use during the critical period, dis- 
tribution and amount of use by livestmk. 

Since the North Sevier and Piute PUS have 
gone through a period of adjudication and 
since recent 1976 surveys generally con- 
firm the grazing capacity estimates of 
the adjudication, initial stocking in these 
units are based on the adjudication (See 
Rationale RM la.1). Further adjustments 
in stocking. rates may be necessary follow- 
ing further study of actual use, t.relad 
and utilization of key species. Present 
records for example indicate the Ogden 
and Sand Ledges allotments may require 
reductions in preference (URA 3 Table 6). 
Other allotments may also need further 
adjustments depending on the response to 
recanmnded changes in management. 

Initial stocking rates reccmended for the 
Sanpete PU are based on the 1978 range 
survey. 

These stocking rates are about 42 percent 
less than authorized under preference. 
Further studies of trend and utilization, 
along with more complete records of actual 
use should give a better basis for firming 
up grazing capacities for these allotments. 

Theusualapproachtoimprovingrange 
condition is to mitigate the impact of 
grazing key species during their critical 
grcwingperiod. 

Where possible systems of grazing have 
been prescribed that will defer and rotate 
the use of key species during these 
periods. Breaking of the larger allotments 
into muagement pastures is essential to 
implementing grazing systems. 

Changes inperiods of grazing havebeen 
recanmended that recognize the needs of 
the key species. Where grazing systems 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I l,r.~:rrtciir,r7s on reverse) 
- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFR’AMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Needs (continued) 

Manning Creek 16 mi. fence, 2 cattle- 
guards 

Ogden None 
Tate None 
Ten Mile None 

Multiple Use Recomnen dation 

Accept the r ecmmer&tion as written 
except for the following allotments: 

can be imposed, periods of use have been 
m&nded in such a way as to allow for 
periodic rest during the critical period, 
deferment of use to restore plant vigor 
and seed production, seed dissemination 
and trampling and establishment of 
seedlings. 

Scme allotmants can not be cunbined or 
subdivided into separate pastures. Other 
alternatives in management have been re- 
camended. Simple switchback systems 
during the critical period of use, changing 
the period of use from spring use to late 
winter use, limiting grazing use of cool 
season grasses to 25percentduring the 
critical period are other alternatives 
that have been recamended. 

To improve livestock distribution for 
purposes of making more uniform and effic- 
ient use of the forage, well placed water 
developments, access trails and fencing 
have been recamended. 

Landtreatmntmasureshavebeenre- 
c-d for purposes of mitigating the 
negative impact of reducing livestock 
numbers and for purposes of aptimizing 
livestock production. 

Rationale 

Gunnison Valley - avoid fall use on Avoiding fall use by sheep on deer con- 
deer concentration centration areas, will mitigate competition 
areas. on the criticaldeerwinterrange and the 

conflict with MFP~recomm dation WL 3.2. 
There are no overall allotment AUMs conflict 

East Fork - Change the period of use 
to 10/l - 11/30. Combine 
withC!annonWhittaker. 

There is no AUM conflict. Changing the 
period of use would improve range condition 
and still allow use by livestock before 
winter sets in. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~f~r.~:wr:i~~r7,5 on reverse) 

See RM 5.1 for rationale on combining 
ClllOt3TF3kCS . 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f.llI‘PJ 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

-plRM 2.1 ?!(svelued 

Junction - As written, except that This allotment is important to winter- 
flexibility should be pro- ing mule deer. The degree to which the 
vide&the timing and degree situation becomes critical for wintering 
of pasture use under the AMP. deer is dependent on the condition of 

Erase in the fall and the severity of 
the ensuingwinter. Thisputslimitat- 
ions on the application of grazing treat- 
ments in the grazing system. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if ncedccl --- ______- - _.-._____A --- 
rl~~.~:~~-ti~~.~ C(PI rcc,erwi 

- 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGl?MENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

nt 

Step 1 m 2.1Step 3 

Decision 

Accept the specialist Wndation 
with the following tiifications. 

a. Continue to use the current season 
of use on the following allotments: 

Allotment Season of Use 

Axtell 3/16 - 5/16.C 
11/l - 12/15C 

Sanpitch(No.) 11/16 - 2/288 
5/11 - 6/3OS 

Sanpitch(So.) 11/16 - 2/?8S 
5/11 - 6/3OS 

wile 6/l - ,7/3oc 

Canal 
12/l - 4/30 c 
10/15 - 12/10 s 
4/l - 4/30 s 

Koosharem Cr. l/16 - l/31 S 
Lost creek 5/l - 5/31 c 
S+d Ledges 5/l - 6/30 C 
East Fork 5/l - 7/31 c 

Hedge Ranch 9/16 - 10/15 s 
5/16 - 6/30 S 

Junction 11/l - l/15 c 
5/l - 5/30 

b. Change the season of use on the 
following allotments: 

Allotment New Season of Use 

&.nnison Valley 4/16 - 6/15 S 
11/l - 3/30 s 

Parson Mills 6/l - 6/15 C 
I i 

Dry Lake 10/l - 2/28 C 
5/28 - 6/30 C 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnsftrtclions on reverse) 

,. 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Rationale 

See rationals for specialist recmmendation. 

Season of use was not changed on these allot- 
ments because estim&d iqrovements from the 
change would not materialize in the short 
run and would interfere with many of the 
operators use on national forest lands. Im- 
provements in many of the allotments have 
already been accomplished by several good years 
of precipitation. 

Changing the season of use on five of the 
allotments is expected to help improve the rang 
condition and in some to establish a uniform 
season of use resulting from allotment consolid 
ations. Land treatments are expected to in- 
crease forage yield and help eliminate grazing 
competition between'wildlife and livestock. 

Livestock grazing in the Tate Allotmznt will 
be eliminated to improve the browse for wild: 
life. The area has been identified as a deer 
critical range and there is approximately 3 
miles of riparian and fishery on Beaver Creek 
running through the allotment. The 20 AUMs of 
lost livestock grazing will be absorbed by 
the new Marysvale consolidation. Elimination 
of ii.v3e0& grazing on the Twelve Mile allot- 
mnt is necessitated because the entire allot- 
ment consist of arapian shale. 

The 1978 range survey identified only 2 AUMs of 
forage available for use. In addition, the 
operator failed to accept a grazing permit 
for the 1980 grazing season. 

Land treatmznt has been approved for these 
allotments because of their potential for 
response and the need to increase carrying 
capacity. Estimated yield from the treat- 
ments is expected to provide one AUM from 
five to eight acres. These treatments 
Will increase forage for both livestock and 
wildlife. Type of treatment should be 
determined as the AMPS are developed. 



F%-2.1 J+xmmdations 
Initiate ti;e follwinq actions by 1982: 

AllctKents 

--- 
Iz.i-aT 

Allofnlellt Peed Existinq Gi-azing PERICDS OF USE TRfAmE3.Ts 
status Livesak MW Wp.(AUFt) Fran To Grazing Lx.3 

Ccnsclidate Cattle 532 238C 5-21/6-30 ‘Nme chain and SaxI 700 
Refer to m-5.1. 2ocs 

5-21/G-JO5 ac at 70 ALM. Spray 
1000 ac at100 AL&t3 

mywash Cmsolidate Cattle 216 216 4-21/6-20 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 Pasture rest- None 
Refer tc FN-5.1. rotation. 

CQlsOlidatc Sk? 134 134 l-25/2-20 11-l/2-24 Initiate 3 Pasture rest- Ncne 
Refer to m-5.1. rotatim system. Revise 

existixq AT. 

EzitBt?ndl Consolidate Cattle 772 772 lo-15/12-31 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 pasture rest- NMe 
Refer to FH-5.1. 4-16/5-31 rotatron. 

East Fork 

EliX%l 

No Change Cattle 120 120 5-m-31 10-l/12-31 Ncne Ncno 

Cmsclidate SkP 214 214 12-11/l-20 11-l/2-25 Initiate 3 PstUre rest- UlaiFl ad we3 1500 
Refer to N-5.1. rotation systm. Pevfse' ac at 150 AU% 

tilxawicfi- 

Hatch Canyon 

Caxolidate Cattle 
Fsfcr to AS5.1. Slrep 

Consolidate Cattle 
&fer to RX-5.1. Sheep 

1x 
20s 

46 

33 5-10/5-3111 9-l/5-3lC Initiate 4 pasture rest- Ncne 
3-H/4-155 9-l/3-31s rotation. Refer to I?+5.2. 

46 l-16/1-25 9-l/5-31(: Initiate 4 pasture rest- chain an3 se4 320 
9-l/3-315 rotation system. ac at 40 iiLL% 

-Ho+e Rim& Gmsolidate SkP 404 484 g-16/10-15 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 pasture rest- ulain ad se33 400 
Refer to M-5.1. Cattle 5-16/6-30 rotation. Allot high ranqe ac at 50 ALMS 

tosheep. 

Hunter Spring No change Cattle 164 164 10-l/11-15 10-l/12-31 
4-l/4-25 

Nme chain arKI .?Ed 500 
2c at 4O.UMs 

JURCtiCXl 

bmningcreek 

w 

Tate 

No change Cattle 350 350 11-1/l-15 11-l/2-15 Implmt 3 pxkure rest- Spray 1000 ac at 
5-l/5-30 mtaticn end existing AMP 100 Ams 

Ccnsolidate Cattle 128 128 10-l/3-31 10-l/2-28 None chain ad r&x-l 700 
pcfer t.0 ml-5.1. ac at 70 ALVs --.-. 

No Change Cattle 350 325 5-l/7-15 No Change None N2ne 

Cmsolidate cattle 20 20 5-10/7-u 5-l/7-15 None Na-le 
Refer to IU4-5.1. 

TkmMile Ccnsolidaixz Sheep 149 149 11-l/2-25 11-l/2-25 Initiate 3 pasture rest- Nccle 
Refer to lM-5.1. rotation system. Revise 

existing AMP. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Range J?Ianawme.nt 
Obiective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES RM3 

Objective 

Reverse the declining trend in range condition on the following eleven allotments 
totaling 19,855 acres by 1985; maintain 13,228 acres in good condition; improve 
21,261 acres fran fair to good and 5,623 acres fran poor to fair condition. 

Allotment Fair Poor Unclassified* Declining 

Little Valley 
Mayfield Cattle 
Middle Hollow 
North Hollq 

6,869 225 1,280 
1,564 1,564 

-256 508 ‘764 
323 995 1,318 

South Hollow 478 543 1,075 
Flat Canyon (NAN.) 1,455 

2) 096 
884 

Sail's Meadow 
2,339 

2,283 2,917 900 
East Piute 

6,100 
5,906 

Kinqston Canyon 
2,155 

1,163 1,660 600 
Piute Dam 1,161 1,203 
Rocky Ford 

1,039 
8,687 2,760 600 

Total - 43,813 13,228 21,261 5,623 3,703 19,855 

Percent 100 30 49 13 8 45 

*Unclassified, seeded and wastelands. 

Rationale 

Allotments inthis catkgoq are ingenerally fairandgoodconditionbutshow 
45percentof thearea,declining range condition(Table 2 URA). 

p! 

-. .-_ -- ___-- 
(/nsfructions on reverse) 

---- 
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1 =jz$L Valley 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RanueManasemnt 

Overtay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1. m 3 Btep 3 

Recomnendation F@4 3.1 Rationale 

(See RM 3.1 Table) The reccmmended actions for reversing the 
declining trends arebasedonthe need to 
restore vigor to key species (Refer to 
RM 2.1 Rationale). 

Key spcies include the cool season qrasse 
In&& ricegrass (Oqzopsis hymenoides), 
western'sheaturass (Acxmvron smithiil 

s: 

bluebunch wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum), 
needle-and-thread-grass (Stipa cut-&a) 
and Letterman' s needle grass (Stipa 
lettemanii at the higher elevations. 
Crested wheatgrass (Agropyron desertorm, 
and A. cristatum) and intermediate wheat- 
grass (AgropYron intenmedium) are key 
grasses on seedings. 

Key browse species are bitt&rush 
(Pursia tridentata) at the higher elevat- 
ions and four-winged saltbrush (Atriplex 
canescens) andwinterfat (Ewmtialanata) 
at the lower and intermediate elevations 
(Refer to RM 2.1 Rationale). 

Critical periods for grmth of.the cool 
season grasses are 4/l - 6/15 at lower 
elevations 5200 to 6800 feet and 5/15 - 7/l 
and the higher elevations above 6800 feet. 
In addition browse species, such as bitter- 
brush and four-winged saltbrush, require 
a period in late sununer and early fall 
during which to develop seed and store 
ca&ohydrate reserves. 

Approximately 30 percent of the area was 
classed in good condition, 49 percent in 
fair, 13 percent in poor condition. About 
45 percent of the areais showing declining 
trend in condition. Approximately 13 
percent of the area is unclassified. Much 
of this land has been chained to release 
existing brmseplants andwas seeded to 
crested wheatgrass and, on some allotments 
(North Hollow, Middle Hollow, ,South Hollow 
and Sail's Meadow), with bitterbrush and 
four-winged saltbzxsh. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~111.~:rr~ciio17.5 on reverse) 
- 
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W-2.1 Recumwdations 
Initiate the follcuing actions by 1982: 

Allotm-nt 
stiitus 

FEammded Existing 
Livestock Pref.(ALNs) 

Initial 
Grazing PT:RIoos OF USE TPCXMXS 
Cap. wt4!!) From TO Grazing L3rd 

Axtell Ccnsolidate Cattle 
Refer to w-5.1. strep 

88 39 j-16/5-15 4-16/6-15 Initiate 3 psture rest- xi-me 
11-l/12-15 10-l/10-31 rotation system. 

Gunnisal valley 

lsdcanycn 

-solidate Cattle 
Refer to FM-5.1. sheep 

No change Cattle 

2134 

702 

1215 10-l/10-15 4-16/6-15 Initiate 3 pasture rest- chaina7dseed 
5-l/6-15 lo-l/10-31 rotaticn systfm. 600 ac at 30 ALMS 

173 5-l/8-31 NC chanqe In.iti.\tc 3 pxturc grazing Chain av3 seed 
Rltcrmte USC dur- 1480 x at 296 AL.- 

f!$%tical pxicd14/15-6/15) - 

River No c3mny.s Cattle 56 40 4-l/10-15 No Change Continue custodial None 
mneymmt 

No Qlanga Cattle 1200 388 3-l/10-31 5-1/a-31 IITp1cmnt existiny AMP. chainadd 
Ntemn'te us33 during 640 ac at 64 NJ?& 
critical pried (4-15/6-15) 

Saz@dl Nx-th) NO Change ==P 240 80 U-16/2-28 5-l/5-31 Limit grazing to 25 pxxant None 
S-11/6-30 lo-l/10-30 of key species during crit- 

ical period (4-15/6-15) 

Sz-*itch (South) , Ccnsolidate Cattle 85 28 U-16/2-28 4-16/6-E Initiate 3 pisture rest- NW 
Refer to FX-5.1. Sheep 5-11/6-30 lo-l/10-30 rotation systan. 

Twelve Xile consolidate Cattle 99 2 4-16/6-15 4-16/G-15 Initiate 3 pasture rest- la?e 
Refer to n+S.l. Sheep lo-l/10-31 rotation system. 

auxville Consolidate Cattle 48C 48 6-l/7-30 9-l/5-3lC Initiate 4 psture rest- Ncne 
Prfcr tn R+5.1. Sheep 9-l/3-316 rotltiou. Refer to IW-5.2. 

car al Consolidate Cattle 317c 374 12-l/4-30 12-l/4-30 Initiate 2 pasture switch- tJone 
Pefer to R!-5.1. Sheep 57s (lo-15/12-10 hxk grazing systm. 

4-l/4-30)s 

limt No change Sheep 52 52 10-l/11-30 5-l/5-15 Custodial mwageztznt None 
3-l/4-30 

Y00sharan crw2k 

lost CrTe!! 

pa91eby 

CMl.solidate Cattle 
Refer to RH-5.1. Sheep -- 

Cawolidate Cattle 
Prfer to RS5.1. 

Consolidate Sh=P 
Refer to rw-5.1. 

465 

66 

34 

46 l-16/1-31 9-l/5-31c Initiate 4 pasture rest- Nms 
9-l/3-31s rotation. Refer to FW5.2: 

66 5-l/5-31 5-l/6-15 Alternate use during tkme 
critical period (4/15-6/E) 

34 10-l/10-15 2-l/3-31 Continue custodial mwage- Ncsle 
mt. 

PacscnMills Consolidate 
Refer to w-5.1. 

21. 21 Z-11/2-25 9-l/3-31 Manaqe wdcr mmra? mcp None 
6~1/6-30 AW. Refer to &I-5.2. 

.saI%l k+lt?s Consolidate Cattle 451 451 5-l/6-30 5-l/6-15 ~ltxmate use during crit- chainardseed 
Refer to IN-5 1 . . ical pwiad (4/15 -6/15) 1960 ac at 392 ALM 

lbfist Consolidate Cattle 209 209 4-20/6-10 12-l/4-30 Initiate 2 pasture switch- None 
Refer to lw-5.1. back grazinq system. 

Consolidate cattle 356 356 12-l/12-31 9-l/5-31 Initiate 4 pasture mst- None 
Refer to w-5.1. 3-l/5-31 rotation. 



RM2 

Allotments 

Axtell 
Gunnison Valley 
RedCanyon 
River 
Rock Canyon 
Sanpitch(North) 
Sanpitch (South) 
Twelve Mile 
Burrville 
Canal 
Hunt 
Koosharem creek 
Lost creek 
WWJY 
Parson-Mills 
Sandledges 
Twist 
Angle Bench 
DryLake 
Drywash 
Durkee 
EastBench 
East Fork 
Elbow 
Greenwich Creek 
Hatch‘bnyon 
HodgeRanch 
Hunter Spring 
Junction 
Manning creek 
Ogden 
Tate 
TenMile 

Livestock Water Requirements1 

(Cattle 1,134 Liters/AUM) 

Initial Livestock q 
Water Needs (gals)L 

44,226 
1,377,810 

196,182 
45,360 

439,992 
90,720 
31,752 

2,268 
54,432 

424,116' 
58,968 
52,164 
14,844 
38,556 
23,814 

511,434 
237,006 
425,250 
259,892 
244,944 
151,956 
875,448 
136,080 
242,676 
37,422 
52,164 

548,856 
189,378 
396,900 
156,492 
368,550:~: 

22,680 
168,966, 

Future Livestock 
Water Needs (gals)2 

No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Chqe 
No Change 
No Change 
NoChange 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Ckange 
No Change 
mQlange 
NoChange 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Chaxige 
No Change 
No Change 
WQnange 

Total 7,991,298 / 
I 

1 For water development projects, see associated rm ndation support 
needs. 

i , 
2Conversion ratio for liters: 3.78 Liters = 1 gal. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Needs 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Little Valley 
Mayfield Cattle 
Middle Hollow 
North Hollow 
South Hollow 

Flat Canyon (NS) 
Sail's Meadow 
East Piute 
Kingston Canyon 

lute Dam 
fic&yFord 

2 Reservoirs 
None 
1 mi. pipeline 
None 
4 mi. fencing 4 mi. 
pipeline, 4 mi. 
stocktrail 
None 
10 ac. exclosure 
1.5 mi. fencing 
None 
1 mi. pipeline 
1 spring, lreservoir 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Rationale (Continued) 

Reductions in grazing use was recommended 
for three of the eleven allotments, 
Little Valley, Mayfield Cattle and South 
Hollow. Changes in periods of use for 
the critical period were made on six allot- 
ments on which grazing systems can not be 
readily administered. Where possible, 
the re cat-unended actions call for livestock 
use during the winter season and/or late 
fall rather than during the critical 
periods for growth of cm1 season grasses. 
The recommended actions call for concluding 
grazing in late winter or early enough in 
the spring to allow the ml season grasses 
to respond to soil moisture carry over 
frcxnwinter and spring stems to canplete 
their grmth cycle before the onset of 
dry June weather. Four allotments (Little 
Valley, Mayfield Cattle, Sail's Meadow, 
and RockyFord) were reccmm ded for in- 
clusion within consolidated allotment 
RM 5.1, 5.2 for the purposecf being included 
in allotmnts on which grazing systems 
might be imposed that would provide per- 
iodic rest for key species cool season 
grasses and browse plants. 

North Hollow, Middle Hollow and South 
Hollow are primarily seeded ranges impor- 
tant to wildlife as well as livestock. 
The recmmendti action calls for reduced 
use by livestock during the critical 
growing period 4/l - 6/15 and for limiting 
use by livestock and wildlife (elk and deer) 
to 60percentof the current years grmth. 

Land treatment measures were reccmnended 
to partially restore the loss of grazing 
(AUMs) preference and to provide a future 
cushion for projected increased demands. 

Providing support facilities as listed 
will improve distribution of livestock use. 
This is especially important on Little 
Valley and South Hollow. 

1 lrf.s:rrtctiotzs on rec1er.7~) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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RY-3.1 Reccxmendations 
Initiate the followinq actions by 1982: 

AllotzIlents 
Allotment 
status 

Initial 
I?i?comded misting Crazing PERIODS OF USE TlWinmTS 
Livestock Pref.(AWs) Cap.(ALlNLs) -i? To Grazing Lx! 

Little Valley No Change Cattle 590 276 5-l/8-31 No Change Initiate 3 pasture rest- chain md seal 
rotation system. 1220 ac at 244 

xms. Spray 600 i 
ac at 120 ALBLs 

Eayfield Cattle Cmsolidate Cattle 
Refer to FW5.1. Sheep. 

211 32 12-1/2-E 4-16/6-15 Initiate 3 pasture rest- None 
4-l/5-31 lo-l/10-31 rotation system. 

XiEdle Hollow No Change Cattle 82 80 5-21/7-10 S-16/6-30 None None 

North Hollc~ No Change Cattle 72 72 s-10/7-10 S-16/6-30 Limit use to 50 percent by None 
livestcck and wildlife to 
crested wheat and Russian 
wild grasses. ' 

south Hollow NO change Cattle 292 132 5-l/6-25 S-16/6-30 None chainandseed 
200 ac at 28 Au!% 

Flat Canyon (N.S.) Consolidate sheep 92 92 4-6/S-20 2-l/3-31' Continue custodial rrmage- Eone 
Refer to FW-5.1. '. IlEnt.. - -- -- 

all’s .“leadm 

East Piute 

Consolidate Cattle 
Refer to FW5.1. Sheeo 

No Change Cattle . 
Sheep 

176s 

166C 
52s 

176 

218 

4-16/G-25 5-l/6-30 Initiate 3 pasture crazing None 
10-l/10-25 svstm.Pefer to m-5.2. 

11-l/2-15 11-l/2-28 None hone 
4-26/6-10 

Kingston canyon No Change Cattle 
Sheep 

72C 
84s 

156 ll-16/1-1x: ll-16/l-ix: Nme None 
(lo-l/10-10 lo-l/10-10s 
G-l/6-10)s 

Piuts Dam ha change Sheep 123 123 12-l/3-15 12-1,(2-28 Ncme %ne 

X&y Ford No Change Cattle 386 386 . 3-l/5-31 No Change Alternateuseduringcriti- Cnainand seed 
cal period (4-l/5-31) 1200 ac at 240 

Ams 



Livestock Water Requirements1 

(mttle 1,134 Liters/Am) 

Allotments 
Initial Livestock 
Water Needs (Liters)2 

Little Valley .613,494 
Mayfield Cattle 36,288 
Middle Hollow 90,720 
North Hollow 81,648 
South Hollow 149,688 
Flat Canyon (N.S.) 104,328 
Sail's Meads 199,584 
East Piute 247,212 
Kingston Canyon 176,904 
Piute Dam 139,482 1 
Rocky Ford 437,724 

Future Livestock 
Water Needs (gals)2 

No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
NoChange 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 
No Change 

Total 2,277,072 

1 Fqr water development projects, see associated r eccmnendation support 
needs. 

2 Conversion ratio for liters: 3.78 Liters = 1 gal. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TLIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Remmnen dation 

Accept the remrman dation as written 
exqzept as noted for the follming 

Rationale 

allotments: 

North Hollcrw - 
allocation for 
Interseed with 
forb species. 

Reduce initial forage 
livestock to 40 AUMs. 
adapted browse and 

Utilization studies show grasses are 
being used to 90% of the current year's 
growth. A reduction in the estimated 
initial carrying capacity from 72 AUMs of 
cattle to 4dAI& is ind&atedifuse of 
key grass species is limited to 50% - - 

50% ) 
40 AuMs . 

Interseeding with adapted brcme and forbs 
in grass seedings not only increases the 
availability of browse and forbs suited 
for use by wildlife (deer, elk, antelope) 
but increases the productivity of grass 
thus increasing the overall carrying 
capacity of the range. (Steven 1977, 
Frischnecht 1979). 

Sail's Meads - Limit.period of use to 
5/l - 6/30. Hold forage in reserve 
for occasional use by livestock in 
such a way as to enhance the value of 
thehabitatforwinteringdeer. 

This allotment lies within a deer winter 
use concentration area critical to the 
survival of an important deer herd. By 
controlling seasonal use , intensity of 
use and providing rest from grazing by 
livestock, the value of the habitat for 
wintering deer should be improved. Limit- 
ing livestock grazing to spring use only 
should improve the browse species. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if ncedcd 
---- ----- _-_---._------- 
~l~s:w~~li~wc (!)I rvwr~cJ 

- 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

1 zYtZ.n Valley 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Ranqe Management 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step-l F@J 3.1 Step 3 

Rationale Decision 

Accept the specialist recmndation 
with the following modifications. 

See rationale for specialist recomnd- 
ation. 

a. Continue to use the current season 
of use on the following statements: 

Season of use was not changed on these alloi 
ments because estimated improvements from 
the change would not materialize in the sho: 
run and would interfere with many of tie 
operators use on the national forest lands. 
Improvements in many of the allotments have 
already been accomplished by several-.--g&cd y 
years of precipitation. Land treatments arc 
expected to increase forage yield and help 
eliminate grazing competition between tiild- 
life and livestock. 

Allotment 

Middle Hollow 
North Hollow 
Piute Dam 
Sail's Meadow 

b. Change the 

Season of Use 

5/21 - 7/10 c 
5/10 - 7/10 c 
12/l - 3/15 s 
4/16 - 6/25 S 

season of use on the follow- 
ing allotments: 

Allotment Season of Use 

Lylayfield Cattle 4/16 - 6/15 S 
11/l - 3/30 s 

Rocky Ford 3/l - 4/28 C 

c..Implemant land treatment on the follow- 
ing allotments: 

Allotment Approximate Acres 

Little Valley 1,820 
Middle Hollow 500 
North Hollow 995 
South Hollow 1,275 
Sail's Meadow 1,000 
Kingston Canyon 500 
Rocky Ford 1,200 

d. Implement a grazing system as the 
need is identified in the development 
of Allotment Management Plans for each 
allotment. 

e, Establish additional-monitoring studies 
on allotments which presently do not have 
studies. Ihis monitoring program should 
include data collection to cbtain accurate 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flnslrrrclions on reverse) 

Changing the season of use on two allotment, 
is-expected to help improve.therange con- 
dition and to establish a uniform season of 
use resulting from a consolidation of the 
Mayfield Cattle Allotment. I 

Land treatment.has been approved ror 
these allotments because of their potential 
for response and the need to increase 
carrying capacity. Estimated yield from 
the treatments is expected to provide 
one AUM from 5 to 8 acres. These treat- 
ments will increase forage for both 
livestock and wildlife. Type of treatment 
should be determined'as the AMPS are 
developed. 

Grazing systems should be determined as 
the allotment management plans are develop- 
ed. Better on the ground management 
will result if the Area Manager has the 
flexibility to work out a grazing strategy 
with the operator at the time the AMP is 
written. Iocking the Area Manager into 
a grazing system at this point could be 
detrimental to the overall range program. 
Rangelands are constantly subject to 
change from many different factors over 
time andtheAreaManagern&s some flexi- 
bility to effectively deal with these 
factors. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (PI F P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step1 I?$j 3.1Step3 

f. Adjust the initial grazing capacity 
on the South Hollow allotment 
frcm 292 AUMs to 200 AUMs. 
SuppxtNeeds 

Allotment 

Little Valley 

Mayfield Cattle 
Middle Hollow 

south Hollow 

Sail's Meadow 

East Piute 

ngston Canyon 
Piute Dam 
Rccky Ford 

Support Facilities 

2 res, 2 spr.developmants, 
1 storage tank, 3 miles 
pipeline 
30 gully plubs 
1 raintrap, 1 mi. pipeline 

2.5 mi. fencing, 1 rain- 
trap, .5 mi. pipeline, .25 
mile stock trail 
1 acre exclosure, 
plugs 
1.5 miles fencing 

60 gully 

3 spring developments 
1 mile pipeline 
1 reservoir, 1 spring 
development 

The remaining allotments have no support 
needs. 
Implementation Schedule 

FY 1982 Implement monitoring program. 
Issue grazing decisions. Write AMPS for the 
Mayfield Cattle consolidation (New Gunnism 
Valley), Little Valley, North and 
South Hollow and Rocky Ford Allotments. 

F'Y 1983 Implement New Gunnimn Valley, 
Little Valley, North and South Hollow 
and Rocky Ford AMPS. Continue rronitor- 
ing program. 

FY 1984 Write an AMp for the Middle Hollow 
Allotmant. Continue monitoring program. 

??Y 1985 Implement the Middle Hollow AMP. 
Write AMPS for the Kingston Canyon and 

A monitoring program isbeing 
established to provide basic tech- 
nical data to allaw for an informed 
and legally defensible decision. 
This program will be used to 
identify developing or continuing 
adverse situations which may 
require i&i-ate modifications to 
the rangeland program as established 
in this document. Future evaluations 
and adjustments will be determined 
through the use of the monitoring 
program and the development of 
AMPS. 

The 1978 range survey indicates a 
need for a reduction in both 
livestock and deer use in the 
South Hollow Allotment. Based on 
the suitability criteria, re- 
ductions were indicated for cattle 
and deer use while available 
forage for elk would permit an 
increase in their use. The Division 
of Wildlife Resources (UINR) 
estimates a need of 51 AUMs for 
elk use leaving a surplus of 
forage.. Part of this surplus will 
be converted for livestock use on 
a 1:l (Elk to Cattle) ratio since 
the allotment is predominantly 
classed as a grass type. In 
addition to this converted forage, 
an analysis of utilization and 
trend studies indicates that up to 
200 AUMs can be provided for 
livestock usewithoutjeopardizing 
the condition of the range. 
Planned land treatments will al= 
help insure animprove~~nttothe 
allotment while providing adequate 
forage to meet both livestock and 
wildlife needs. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/~fr/n~ction.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (NFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step IFN 3.1 Step 3 

Sall*s Meadow allotments. Continue moni- 
toring program. 

J?Y 1986 Implement AMPS on the Kingston 
Canyon and Sail's Meadow allotments. Con- 
tinue monitoring program. Remaining allot- 
ments will have AMPS written and imple- 
mented as time and funding permit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~l~t.~:rr~i.lions on Tcu~rseJ 
_- 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN -STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective HM 4 

Name (MFPj 

Valley 
Activity 

Objective Number 

RM4 

Increase the grazing capacity from 11,587 AUMs to 23,304 AUMs on 15 allotments within 
20 years and improve range condition from fair to good on 102,176 acres and from poor 
to fair on 5,521 acres; 

Estimated 
Initial Livestock 

Fair Poor stocking AUMs After 
Allotment Acreage Acreage Other1 Trend Rate--AUMs Improvements 

Axhandle 1,708 1,722 static 89 471 
Horse Ridge 855 167 Static 46 198 
LoneCedar 3,519 static 920 1,451 
Swedes Canyon static 451 511. 
Timber Canyon 1,903 507 Static 742 994 
West Side 
Aurora 1,250 

Static 405 480 
Ixmrovinq 689 760 

- Demark 1,506 Static 1,847 2,900 
Fishlake 18,183 2,640 1,440 static 734 2,800 
wP=m 6,507 Static 931 1,500 
MonroeCoop 13,593 2,827 Static 1,017 1,350 
Cedar Grove 23,000 190 static 1,989 4,900 
North Narrcws 12,342 1,371 static 702 2,200 
Oak Spring 5,055 1,320 static 319 798 
South Narrws 12,755 1 80% Static 706 2,400 

20% Declining 

Total 102,176 5,521 6,663 11,587 23,304 

lother - Includes seeded and waste type 7 lands. 

Rationale 

~I.lotme.nts in this group Shea high potential for increasedproductivity in re- 
sponse to in-proved livestock management practices and/or through land treatment 
measures. 

These allotmnts presently have the following percentages classified as gocd 40, 
fair 54, poor 3 condition. All these lands arepresently showing anap~rentstatic 
or qard trend in range condition except for less than 2$ercent of South Narrcm 
which shows a declining condition. Optimum forage production potential should be 
reachedwithin 20years. 

‘ructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1’375) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT-OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f+lFP) 

1lPV 
Activity 

w 

Step1 m 4.1Step3 

Remmmendation RM 4.1 Rationale RM 4.1 

(See RM 4.1 Table) The recamendation calls for several 
actions essential to reaching the cbject- 
ive of more than doubling the grazing 
capacity in 20 years and improving range 
condition on 57 percent of the area. 

Key species include the cool season 
grasses: Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis 
hymenoides), western wheatgrass (Agropyson 
smithii) blue bunch wheatgrass (Agropflon 
spicatum), needle-and-thread grass 
(Stipa canata) and Letterman's needle grass 

lett (Stipa enmnii at the higher elevat- 
ions. Crested wheatgrass (Agropyron 
desertorum, and A. cristatum) and inter- 
mediate wheatgrass (Agropyron intemedium) 
are key grasses on seedings. Keybrcmse 
species are bitterbrush (Pursia tridentata) 
at the higher elevations and four-winged 
saltbrush (Atriplex canescens) and winterfat 
(Eurotia lanata) at the lower and inter- 
mediate elevations (Refer to I7M 2.1 Rationale: 

Critical periods for growth of the cool 
season grasses are 4/l - 6/15 at lower 
elevations 5200 to 6800 feet and S/15,- 7/15 
,and the higher elevations above 6800 feet. 
In addition browse species, such as bitter 
brushand four-winged saltbrush,require 
a period in late surmer and early fall 
duringwhich to develop seed and store 
carbohydrate reserves. 

Actions call for initial stocking rates 
of 40 percent below preference on five 
allotments--Axhandle, Horse Ridge, Lone 
Cedar, West Side, Denmark--in order to 
reduce grazing pressure on key species 
while effecting needed changes in manage- 
ment essential to providing periodic rest 
frangrazing onthese species. 

Changes inperiods of use to reduce the 
impact of grazing during periods critical 
to growthof the coolseasongrasseshave 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

J I~l.~:r~tcri0~7.7 0,~ reverse) 

- 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step IF@4 4.1 @om!inued 

been recmmended. Changes in periods of 
use have been re commended as needed to 
effect grazing systems that will provide 
periodic rest during the critical periods, 
allow forpericdic trampling of seedduring 
the time of seed dissemination, and provide 
for relief from grazing while seedlings are 
beccming established. 

Some fom of grazing syst& has,been 
recanmended for each of twelve allotments 
that will provide rest from grazing 
during critical periods of grcwth, seed- 
ing and seedling establishment. 

Since many of the allotments can only 
be grazed effectively with sheep while on 
snm, some limits are placed on periods 
of use. 

To reach the objective of more than 
&Ming the grazing capacity within 20 
years, landtreatmentmeasures havebeen 
recmnended for all allotments except one 
(Westside). Such seedings not only offer 
a means of increasing grazing capacity 
fran land treatment but provide a way 
for releaving grazing pressure on native 
range therebycmplimntingefforts in 
restoration by management. This will 
also reduce thetim required for reaching 
the cbjective, at least in part, from 20 
to 3 to 5 years. 

Recammanded actions call for a reduction 
in preference from 5567 to 3307 on five 
allotments, a reduction of 2260 AUMs. 
Land treatment on these allotments could 
restore 886 AUMs on these allotments withir 
3 to 5 years. A total of 2551 AUMs within 
3 to 5 years could be realized from all 
landtreatmentmeasures. 

1 

Support facilities required to implement 
the ret cnnnended grazing program are not 
only essential to the recamen dedprogram 
but would greatly enhance the existing 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(1ll.~:rrtciir~ns 022 reverse) 

- 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.HFP) 

Activity 
ey 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step l RM 4.1 %rltiued 

Support Needs 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Axhandle 
Horse Ridge 
Lone Cedar 

1 reservoir 
None 
7 miles fencing 
2 cattleguards 

Swedes Canyon 
Timber Canyon 
West Side 
Aurora 
Denmark 

'ishlake 
GYPm 

Monroe Coop 

cedar Grove 

NorthNarrms 

Oak Springs 

South Narrcws 

None 
None 
None 
* mile pipeline 
2 miles fencing, 1 well 
1 trough, 10 acre exclosure 

1.5 miles pipeline 
5 miles fencing 
1 spring development 

10.5 miles pipeline 
1 reservoir 
1 spring 
11 troughs 

20 miles fencing 
5 reservoirs 
3 cattleguards 

3 miles fencing 
3 miles pipeline 
2 reservoirs 

1.5 miles pipeline 
2 reservoirs 

5 miles fencing 
3 miles pipeline 
2 springs 
2 reservoirs 

grazing program. Reasons for not fully 
implementing existing AMPS lie inthe lack 
of support facilities. Several allotments 
showing a need for reduced grazing my have 
the capacity to carry the present pref- 
erence, should needed facilities be in- 
stalled. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f/u.~!rrrc/ior~s on rfueme) 
- 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



W-4.1 k--canr~rv?nticms 
Initiate the follming actions by 1902: 

,U~orx3ts 

Axhrdle 

Iiorsc Rrdge 

Nlotzrnt 
st.at!s 

No Ctaqe 

No change 

Rzrrnzndcd Existing 
Livestcck Prc?f.(AL.Ws) 

Cattle 136C 
Sheep 277s 

==P 105 

Initial 
Grazinq PI:IWOS OF 1LSlT _- 
cap. (XT'S) IYua TO 

89 5-vie-lx: S-16/lO& 
5-l/6-305 S-16/C-30s 

46' 6-l/6-30 MQlange 

TRTxlxz?rs 
Grazing Lxx!! 

Xrprxwe distritution of t233. Chin arh 94 
2so ac at 33 8wls 
Spray 745 ac at 
248 N,Ys 

None chain ard scxd 
403 ac at 133 
iw's 

Consolidate ShC+2P 1310 920 12-l/6-30 Chain and ~12.33 
Fefer to IW-5.1. 

No champ Initiate 3 pasture sfstun 
with alternate USC during 240 ac at 243 
critical pcricd 14-l/6-30). Al% 

Ccnsolidate ShccP 396 451 12-l/6-30 Chain snd seed 
Refer to W-5.1. 

IO-IG/3-31 Initiate 3 pasture system 
with altemateuseduring 300 ac at 60 AU% 
critical pcrio?i (4-l/6-30) 

Tid?.r Caqan NO chanc;c Sheep 588 742 9-l/9-30 No change t&me Chain ard 9x-d 
4-l/6-30 II240 ac at 208 

IG's . Bum and 
sCu:d 220 ac at 
44 r:c.',s 

kst Side CcP~solidatc sicc;, 839 405 
Refer to m-5.1. 

11-l/4-15 12-l/6-30. Initiate 3 yusture sys'%n~ mm 
with alternate use during 
critical pcricd (4-l/6-30). 

Rs-ora No change Cattle 
Sheep 

49c 
640s 

689 5-K/6-15C No Change Xnprove distrithltion of use. Chain a.-J SC& 
3-16/5-25s 440 ac at 44 L"S 

P!cw a.+ se& 
250 ac at 25 ICbs 

x0 amngc SkP 2898 1847 lo-16/6-6 Nochange bplcrcnt existing ?&!F.Nt- 01sin and sc-sd 

. ernnte use during critical 4GO ac at 92 ?LYks 
p&cd (S-15/7-15). spray ax73 5ied 

360 ac at 72 ALVS 

Fiskl&ke Consolidate Sheep 734 734 
ILfcr to lW5.1. 

lo-lO/ll-25 lo-lO/ll-30 Alternate use durir,g criti- Control F-G anzi 
6-l/7-15 6-l/6-31) cal pcricd (5-15/7-15). saqc? cm ?400 a0 

- at 140 X'S 

No change Sh=P 931 931 11-l/5-31 
4-16/6-20 

11-l/5-31 Initiate 2 pMxrc systan 
altcxnate use during criti- 
cal period (4-l/6-15). 

Consoli&te Sheep 1017 1017 9-613-31 
R2fcr to R+S.l. 

9-l/3-31 Xrrplcnvnt existing AY? with 
6-l/6-20 6-l/6-30 3 pasture rest-rotation 

systm 

No a-Aa..ge Cattle 
Sheep 

94cc 
1049s 

1989 lo-6/l-15s 
5-26/G-308 

KoChange Xnitiate 3 pstmc system. 

5/10-6/3oC 
Alternate USC during citi- 
Cal period (S-15/7-15). 

Chain axI sxd . 
1760 ac at 352 
A25 

ChaiIl and seed 
4Kl dc at 50 
X'S 

. 

Cm~sol lxlm 530 
ac at 62 AL% 



RV-4.1 Rcmmendatjons 
Initiate the followiq actions by 1982: 

Allotrrents 
Allotmnt 
status 

Initial 
Recamr\r.ded Existing Grazing PIXIOlX OF USE l2EAVmTS 
Livestock Pref.(XMs) Cap.(Aum) From TO’ Grazmg Lxld 

North ?clrrotJs Consolidate Cattle 448C 
Refer to M-5.1. Sheep 2545 

702 12-l/5-31C 9-l/5-3lC Initiate 4 pasture rest- Chain& seed 
2-G/3-31s 9-l/3-319 rotation. 2500 ac at 250 

AWS 

Oak Springs Consolidate Sheep 29G 296 IO-l/10-31 lo-10/n-30 Alternate use during criti- Chain &xi seed 
Refer to RM-5.1. 6-l/6-30 6-l/6-30 cal pericd (S-15/7-15). 74lO ac at 140 

AU!& 

south NarrM Consolidate Cattle 281C 706 (12-l/3-10 9-l/5-31c Initiate 4 pasture rest ChainaKlseed 
Refer to RM-5.1. Sheep 425s 5-16/6-3O)C 9-l/3-318 rotation 2000 i?c at 300 

l-16/3-318 KC.S 



I;ivestock Water Requirements1 

(Cattle 1,134 Liters/AUM) 

RM4 

Allotments 
Initial Livestock ' Future Livestock 
Water Needs (Liters)2 Water Needs (gals)2 

Axhandle 100,926 534,114 
Horse Ridge 52,164 224,532 
Lone Cedar 1,043,280 1,181,628 
Swedes Canyon 511,434 579,474 
Timber Canyon 841,428 1,127,196 
West Side 459,270 544,320 
Aurora 781,326 861,840 
Denmark. 2,094,498 3,288,600 
Fishlake 832,356 3,175,200 
GYP- 1,055,754 1,701,000 

.MonrceCoop 1,153;278 1,530,900 
Cedar Grove 2,255,526 5,556,600 
NorthNarrcws 796,068 2,494,800 
Oak Springs 361,746 904,932 
SouthNarrcrws 800,604 2,721,600 

Total 13,139,658 26,426,736 i 

1 For water development projects, see associated re comnendation support 
needs. 

2 Conversion ratio for liters: 3.78 Liters = 1 gal. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEXENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (.UI:PJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

nt 
Overlay Reference 

Step lm 4 1 i;w 

South Narrcwti - as written. In addit- 
ion drill 500 acres at 40 AUMs (WL 5.2). 

Present (267 AUMs) and future (596 AUMs) 
wildlife needs can not be met from land 
treatment and from improved livestock 
management as provided under this re- 
cormne.ndation. The additional 40 AUMs 
that would be realized from interseeding 
with adapted plant species useful to 
wildlife would meet these needs. such 
actions would generate additional forage 
for livestock to ensure meeting present 
and future requirements 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if ncedcd _---- - ____ _I_.. - 
cl#r.~:rrrc’/illtlv co, w,,cr.rrJ 

- 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

. . 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recxmmendation 

Accepti the rem dation as written 
except as noted for allotments as 
follows: 

Swedes Canyon - Reduce the estimated 
initial livestock grazing capacity 
to 428 AUMs. 

Timber Canyon - Reduce the initial 
livestock grazing capacity to 724 
AUMs, Phase in forage increase accord- 
ing to BLM range regulations. 

0s~ - Reduce initial livestock Part of this allotment is critical water- 
grazing capacity to 897 AUMs. Herd shed area for which removal of 34 AUMs 
sheep so as to avoid critical deer of livestock grazing is essential 
concentrationareaduringwintermonths. (931 - 34 = 897 AUMs). 

Monroecoop - Reduce initial forage 
allocation to 862 AUMs. Revise and 
improve AMP. Adjust season of use to 
accomdate deer use on critical concen- 
tration areas. 

NorthNarrws -aswritten. In addit- 
ion, drill 500 acres at 40 AUMs 
(WL 5.2). 

Name f.\ll:P) 

MO-V 
Activity 

Rationale 

The estimated initial grazing capacity 
(451 AUMs) based on the 1978 range survey, 
exceeds the 396 AUMs livestock preference. 
The present needs for deer use may be 
met from allocating (451-428 = 23 AUMs) 
to 23 AUMs to wildlife. 

By allocating an additional 18 AUMs 
(742-18 = 724 AUMs) to wildlife, the 
present 750 AUM requirement for wildlife 
can be met. There is no AUM conflict since 
the present and future needs (after improve- 
ments) for livestock and wildlife can be 
met. 

Based on heavy utilization of key species 
over the past several years, it is 
essential to reduce the amount and timing 
of use on key species. This is especially 
important on critical deer concentration 
areas. 

In order to meet projected 724 AUM needs 
of wildlife (622 deer, 95 elk, 7 antelope), 
an additional 40 AWs of forage for wild- 
life would need to be provided from inter- 
seeding with adapted plant species useful 
to wildlife. Present and future wildlife 
andlivestockneeds canthusbemet frm 
land treatment and improved livestock 
lrbanagement. 

Note: Attach additional shcrts. if ncrded . 
--__=I-__-_ 

11l,.~:rr,r’rrcwF (!)I rCl~CrC~‘i Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Rly 4. lSiep 3 

Decision 

Accept the specialist recanmerdation 
with the following modifications. 

a. Increase the initial grazing 
capacity as follows: 

Allotment New Preference 

Swedes Canyon 428 AUMs 
Tirfber Canyon 724 AUMs 

b. Continue to use the current season of 
use in the following allotments: 

Allotment 

Swedes Canyon 
--xst Side 

,shlake 

MonroeCoop 

Oak Springs 

Season of Use 

lo/16 - 3/31 S 
11/l - 4/15 s 
lO/lO - 11/25 S 
6/l - 7/15 s 

4/16 - 6/20 C 
11/l - 5/31 s 

9/6 - 3/31 s 
6/l - 6/20 

10/l - 10/31 s 
6/l - 6/30 S 

c. Implement land treatment on the follow- 
ing allotments: 

Allotment Approximate Acres 

Axhandle 1,025 
Horse Ridge 400 
Lone Cedar 1,540 
Tirrber Canyon 1,260 
Aurora 690 
Denmark 820 
Fishlake 1,400 

~Gypsuln 1,760 
onroeccop 400 

Cedar Grove 500 
Oak Spring 700 

Rationale 

See rationale for specialist recorrmend- 
ation. 

Increases in forage allocation for 
livestock use in the Swedes Canyon and 
Timber Canyon allotments is based on the 
range survey completed in 1?78. Wildlife 
was also allocated a portion of this 
forage to help meet estimated existing 
nrmbers. 
Season of use was not changed on these bllot- 
ments because estimated improvements fromthe 
change would not materialize in the short rur 
and would interfere with many of the operator 
useonnationalforest lands. Improvements i 
my of the allotmnts have already been acc- 
~lished by several good years of.precipitat 
ion. Land treatments are expected to increas 
foraqe yield and-help eliminate grazing cons 
petition between wildlife and livestock. 
Land treatment has been approved for 
these allotments because of their potential 
for response and the need to increase 
carrying capacity. Estimated yield from 
the treatments is expected to provide 
one AUM from 5 to 8 acres. These treatments 
will increase forage for both livestock 
and wildlife. Type of treatment should 
be determined as the AMPS are developed. 

Grazing systems should be determined as 
the allotment management plans are 
developed. Better on the ground management 
will result if the Area Manager has the 
flexibility to work out a grazing strategy 
with the operator at the time the AMP is 
written. lixking the Area Manager into 
a grazing system at this point could be 
detrimental to the overall range program. 
Rangelands are constantly subject to 
change from many different factors over 
time, andthe Area Manager needs some 
flexibility to effectively deal with 
these factors. 

A monitoring program is being established 
3,000 
2,500 ------ to provide basic technical data to allow 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

d. Implement a grazing system as the 
need is identified in the development 
of Allotment Management Plans for each 
allotment. 

e. Establish..additional monitoring 
studies on allotments which presently 
do not have studies. This monitoring 
program should include data collection 
to &Win accurate actual use, forage 
utilization, range condition and trend, 
climatological data, wildlife habitat 
studies, watershed conditions and 
aquatic environmental studies. 

Name (:\If’fJ 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 9, 
Ranqe Manaqement 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1RM 4.1 Step 3 

for an informed and legally defensible 
decision. This program will be used to 
identify developing or continuing adverse 
situations which may require immediate 
modifications to the rangeland program 
as established in this document. Future 
evaluations ardadjustments will be 
determined through the use of the 
monitoring program and the development 
of AMPS. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
----___ --.-- 

~Ilr.v~rrr~~:rll,ls c,1)2 rc1wrsej Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

RangeManagement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 FM 4.1 Step3 

SupportNeeds 

Allotment Support Facilities 

Axhandle 
Lone Cedar 
Aurora 
Denmark 

5 mi. fencing, 1 res. 
7 miles fencing 
.5 miles pipeline 
2 mi. fencing, 1 acre 
exclosure, 3 mi. pipeline, 
1 well 

Fishlake 
GYP- 
Monroe Coop 

1.5 miles pipeline 
1 spring developrtent 
1 reservoir, 10.5 
miles pipeline 

Cedar Grove 20 miles fencing, 5 re- 
servoirs 

No. Narrows 3 mi. fencing, 2 reservoirs, 3 mi. pipeline 
Oak Springs 1 reservoir, 1.5 miles pipe- 

line. 
South Narrow 5 mi. fencing, 2 sp. developments, 2 res., 3 mi. pipeline 
The remaining allotments have no support 
needs. 

Implementation Schedule 

Fy 1982 Inplemmt mnitoring program. 
ssue grazing decisions. 

FY 1983 Write AMPS for the Axhandle 
andNorthNarrcm andSouthNarrms 
consolidation (New Narrows) allot- 

Continue mnitoring program. ments. 
FY1984 Implement the Axhandle andNew 
Narrms AMPS. Write combined AMP for 
the Swedes Canyon and West Side Allot- 
rrrants in conjunction with the-Angelope 
Valley, Long Flat and Maple Can- 
yon Allotments. Write an AMP for 
the Horse Edge Allotment. Continue 
monitoring program. 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIl2sfrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.\lFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Ranc7e Managerrent 
Overlay Reference 

Step lF$J 4.1 Step 3 

FY 1985 Implement the SW&es Canyon, 
West Side and Horse Ridge AMPS. Write 
AMPS for the Fishlake and Cedar 
Grove Allotmnts. Continue mnitor- 
ing program. 

FY 1986 Ir@en-mt the Fishlake and 
Cedar Grove AMPS. Continue mnitoring 
program. Remaining allotments will 
have AMPS written and implemented as 
time and funding permit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
-- - 

1 Ir~strrrc.tion.7 on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEb 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective 

Name (MFPj 

fain Valhv 
Activity 

Objective Number 

RM 'i 

Simplify the administration, effectiveness and utilization of managing 41 allot- 
ments and small and isolated tracts totaling 247,382 BI&l acres by 1985, (See tables 
5.1 a,b,c). 

Rationale 

Consolidation of allotments for management purpos& increases the management 
opportunities at a minimum cost. Most existing allotments are already suitable, 
with a minimk~ of cross fencing and water developments, etc., to serve as mnage- 
ment or pasture units. These allotmnts (management units) are often bounded by 
natural barriers and/or fences that can serve as division fences. 

Allotments thus groupedwhether contiguous orwithinthe neaxciicinity,rray serve 
as units for developing grazing systems and/or for seasonal control of grazing use. 

Larger acreages spread over a more extended area offer mre cppxtxnity for modif- 
ying the grazing use necessitated by yearly fluctuations in climate. 

,:. --. 

_- .- --- ---. ______-- 

(Instrr~cfions on rezterse) Form 1600--20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step1 m 5.1Step3 

Recanmendation RM 5.1 Rationale 

Transfer the use and consolidate the 
management of 43 allotments totaling 

The combinations of allotments shwn in 

262,806 BLM acres and 15,046 AUMs of 
Tables MFP 5.1 offer the following advant- 

livestock grazing use as shown in tables 
ages: 

5.la, b, c, by 1985. 
(1) Greater opportunities for developing 
pasture management grazing systems. 
(2) Costs for cross fencing water develop- 
ments, access roads and other livestock 
management facilities will be kept to a 
minimum since many of the existing allotments 
are already enclosed by natural barriers 
and fences thusmaking them readymade 
pasturemanagementunits. 
(3)Ma.q of the samepermittees are 
already operating livestock in several 
allotmants (See URA 4 Table 3a) proposed 
for consolidation. 
(4) Greater flexibility is offered in 
management in that factors adversely 
affecting production and use on any given 
locale can be mitigated by an enlarged 
more widely dispersed and diverse allotments. 
(5) The opportunity to use both sheep and 
cattle can offer more efficient use of the 
range and a-ore effective means of maintaining 
a desirable balance in forage fxmposition, 
(Cook, stoddart, smith, Box 1975). 

(6) By providing theopportunity for 
initiating grazing systems, thepericdof 
use canbe extendedoverawiderrangeof 
seasons thus mitigating the impact of 
grazing on the most desirable cool season 
grasses and browse species. Periodic rest 
fran grazing and other attendant mitigat- 
ing opportunities maybeprwided 
u--may 1970). 

Support Needs 

The advantages of canbining allotments may 
be realized whether the allotments are 
contiguous to each otherorwithinthe 
near vicinity of each other. 

See support needs under RM 1.1, la.1, 
: 2.1, 3.1, 4.1, 5.2 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I I~~.~rrr~r-li~~s on rerwrsej Form 16!lO--21 (April 1975) 
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Table A - Sanlxte 

RF,CCMMENDED cx)NSOLIDA'TION OF ALLOIMEWIS 
_ 

Prcscnt Allotment Acreage Psf.(Active) Recanmmded Consolidated Acreage Pref.(Active)l 
Nm Public state Private BLM AUMS Allotxicnt Name Public Land State Private ELMAUMS 

Antelope Valley 12,803 3,217 3,523 1774 Antelope 18,840 4,770 5,080 2,693 
Long Flat 6,037 1,553 1,557 919 
A,\*e11 1,222 535 603 39' 
Gunniscn Valley 141385 5,395 3,750 1215 Mayfield 1,564 270 88 32 &nn.ison 18,650 6,200 4,521 1,316 
sailpitch (south) 360 0 80 28 Wcivc Xile 160 0 0 z&~9 

Lone Cedar L 13,282 1,749 3,183 Swdcs~ Canyon 2,823 171 0 g M'O /Q-* c5$ Lone Cedar 19,611 2,560 3,183 1,776 
West Side 3,506 640 0 405 
Dry Hill 841 20 0 11 
xough Canyon 4,282 1,397 142 *yJqc .il 

q@ 
Rough Canyon 5,123 1,417 142 333 

Total 62,224 14,947 12,926 6,118 

1 Initial stocking based on 1978 Range Survey. 

. 



Table E - North Sevicr 

REECOIIIMENDED ~NSOLIDATIOIJ OF ALLO!E=S 

Preset Allotment Acreage Pref.(Active) &mmnded Consolidated Acreage Prcf.(Activc)l 
NalTE Public State Private EZMAUMs Allotmnt Name Public Land state Private mAoMs 

Fishlake 
Oak Sprincll 
Flat canon 
Ifa I& 
Sand Ledges 
Lost Creek 
ThG.st 
Canal 

22,263 1,760 1,410 734 s Fishlake 28,638 1,760 1,410 1,053 
6,375 0 0 319 s 
2,339 0 0 92 s Elsinore 3,253 0 0 126 

914 0 0 34 s 
6,196 670 20 451 c sand Ledges 8,360 1,832 608 517 
2,164 1,162 588 66 c 
5,307 0 209 c Twist 9,358 440 0 583 
4,051 440 317 c 

57 s 
Monroe ccq 24,202 2,003 2,714 1017 s 2,754 1,038 Pars0n-Mi1ls 881 40 40 21 s ~~coap 25,083 2,043 

worth ozve t’fiuntain 12,989 2,424 2,937 540 
296 

C] 
S 

Sail's Meadow 6,100 640 160 176 S No. CoveMtn. 19,684 3,130 3,118 1,012 
Washburn 595 66 21 0 

!lbtal 94,376 9,205 7,890 4,339 

1 Included in Piute P.U. 



Table C - Piutc 

RECOMMENDED CDNSOLIDATION OF .ALLClMlXTS 

Presc'nt Allotmat 
---.--..-.--- 

Acreage Pref.(Actlve) Fmxxmended Consolidated Acreage Pref.(A&ive) 
Name Public State Private BL&I AUMs Allotmnt Name Public Land State Private BLMAUMs 

Angle 2cnch 
Hdgc Fm-ch East Bern& 

Dry Wash 
Dry Lake 

P-5aming creek 
Hatch Canyon 
NGL-t.h Narrws 

6,678 600 0 375 c 
13,584 2,591 764 484 S 15,558 

(1,829$ 

0 180 772 C Otter Creek 37,649 4,748 944 1,363 C 

1,557 0 12161 484 S C 
7,520 1,776 0 57 c 

sl 
Dry Lake 14,761 2,675 3,609 57 c 

200 401 s 
7,241 899 3,609 201 s 
1,140 0 0 46 S 

13,714 2,000 2,911 448 C, 
254 S' 

South Narrcws 12,755 1,600 478 281 Cl 900 s 
425 S Narrms 34,818 4,350 4,269 790 c 

Box creek 1,411 0 0 109 s 
Greenwich Creek 580 0 80 13 

20 
C] 
s 

[ Eurrville KooshamCreed 2 3,300 750 640 48 C 
1,918 0 160 46s 

Narywale 1,999 0 0 77c 
Deer Flat 705 0 15 - Marysvale 4,376 0 15 9; c 
Tatc 1,672 0 0 2oc 
Pearson-Lewis 1,973 0 36 127 C Pearson-Lewis 4,173 0 36 127 c 
aP" Hi.11 2;200 0 0 - 
Ten Mile 3,919 480 1,434 149 s 
Elbaw 7,383 1,450 870 214 S Elbow 15,197 2,653 2,304 497 s 
Durkee 3,895 723 0 134 s 
East Fork 3,242 0 0 120 c East Fork 4,022 0 0 120 c 
Cannon-Whitaker 780 0 0 - -- 

Total 114,996 14,426 11,177 4,836 

~Adnk~stercd by Cedar City District 
InN~rthSevicr Planning Unit 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name T.lIFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
nt. 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 m 5 1 Step 3 

Multble Use Ret onmendations Rationale 

Accept the rem-men dation as written 
and as shcwn in Tables A, B, and C. 

I 

See rationale under RM 5.1. Analysis 
and rationale are given on an allotment 
basis under RM 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

Note: Attach edditionel sheets, if, needed -- -_ ____- -WE 
rlll.~:rrr~~lr~,tl~ ,111 Wl.P1SCJ 

-- --I_ 
Form 1600-21 (April 197.5) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name f.UFP) 

. 
bunt.a~n Valley 

Activity 
. ain 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM 5 1 Step 3 

Decision Rationale 

Reject the specialist and multiple use 
recommendations. 

Consolidate the following allotments: 

The rationale developed under the special- 
ist recommendation adequately covers the 
advantages that will be realized from the 
allotment consolidation. 

Sanpete Planning Unit 

Old Allotment Name New Allotment Name 

Antelope Valley 
Long Flat 

Gunnison Valley 
Mayfield Cattle 

Dry Hill 
Rough Canyon 

Antelope 

Gunnison Valley 

Rough Canyon 

Consolidation of the other allotments was 
rejected because there was no demonstrated 
need or indication the consolidations 
would enhance the Resource Area's admin- 
istrative capability of the allotments. 
Many of the operators indicated a pre- 
ference to having the allotments remain 
unconsolidated. No significant advantages 
would be gained in terms of resource mani- 
pulation or protection. 

;evier Planning Unit 

Flat Canyon 
Magleby 

Piute Planning Unit 

Dry Lake 
Manning Creek 

Cannon-Whittaker 
East Fork 

Durkee 
Elbow 
Ten Mile 

Elbow 

Deer Flat 
Marysvale 

Hatch Canyon 
North Narrows 
South Narrows 

Angle Bench 
East Bench 

Support Needs - NONE 

Elsinore 

Dry Lake 

East Fork 

Marysvale 

Narrows 

Otter Creek 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed _---~-- -___- 
~I~~.~!ri~~~:i~r~~.s on rcversc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (IIF P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step lm 5 2 Step 3 

Recxmendation PM-5.2 

Limit use by livestock ineleven allot- 
ments totaling 19,311 BLM acres and 
697 AUMs to occasional prescribed use 
by 1985. Hold the forage in these 
allotments to 
balancing the 
participating 
described for 
under RM 5.1. 

serve as a reserve for 
use in themajorpastures 
,in the grazing~qsteins 
mtbined allotments 

AUMs for 
BLMAcres Reserve Allotment 

Dry Hill 841 
Burrville 3,300 
Koosharem creek 1,918 
Parson Mills 881 
call's Meadow 6,100 

.Lshburn 595 
Box Creek 1,411 
CannorWhitaker 780 
Deer Flat 705 
Greenwich Creek 580 
,tP" Bill 2,200 

16 
48 
46 
21 

176 
14l 

109 
22l 

102 
33 

llol 

Total 19,311 697 

1 AUMs alloted to wildlife at time of ad- 
juication. 

Support Needs 

Allotments Support Facilities 

Sail's Meads l-10 acre exclosure 
Deer Flat lspring development 

i 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Rationale 

The above named land tracts are not 
readily administered as individual allot- 
ments. Being generally small and/or 
isolated by private , state or topographic 
features, these lands are too small for 
division into management pastures and 
do not lend themselves well for develop- 
ment of managemark facilities such as 
springs, reservoirs, fencing, etc. These 
lands are in generally low fairandpoor 
condition and need extra rest. Use by 
big game wildlife is increasing in these 
allotments and all have been identified as 
deer winter range. 

A major value for limiting livestock 
use in these allotments is to ensure 
the value of the.wi.ldlife habitat. Any 
livestock grazing planned for these 
units should be aimed at enhancing 
wildlife habitat. It is anticipated 
that occasional spring use of the grasses 
completed prior to July 1 should favor the 
maintenance of the vigor and reproductive 
capacity of brmse species used by wildlife. 

Placing these allotments, some of which are 
presently unalloted for livestock grazing, 
in consolidation with units alloted to 
livestock should allm the use of livestock 
grazing as a management tool favoring wild- 
life. A spin off value should be the great= 
flexibility affotded in the management of 
livestock grazing'allotments in that these 
allotments would not be included in a 
regular grazing system but would be held as 
a reserve for occasional use. These allot- 
ments will continue to be managed as distinct 
units recognizing their original boundaries 
even though they are included in the con- 
solidation. 

I Iu.~:r~irlions on rewrse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (/WFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F@j 5.2Step 3 

Multiple Use Recmmndation 

Accept the recormendation as written 
except as indicated for the following 
allotments: 

Washburn 

Establish the same period of use as 
shown for North Cove Mountain, the 
allotment of consolidation (5/l to 
6/30 and 10/l - 10/25. Graze with 
cattle and/or sheep when scheduled6 
See IFil la.1. 

Cannon Whittaker 

Establish 10/l - 11/30 as the period 
of use in combination with East Fork. 
Graze with cattle when scheduled. 

Rationale 

Livestock grazing of these allotments 
primarily as a tool to improve forage 
conditions for wildlife. 

is 

In order to fit this allotment into the 
management plan under consolidation of 
allotments, it is necessary to adopt the 
samperiodof use andkind of livestock 
use. 

This allotment would be managed in 
combination primarily for the benefit 
of wildlife. Limiting grazing to 
occasional use by cattle in the fall is 
to reduce competition for winter brmse 
toaminirfm. 

"P" till 

Establish 5/15 - 7/31 as the period of 
use in combination with the Pearson- 
Lewis allotment and graze with cattle. 

It is essential to establish a grazing 
period within that of the allotment con- 
solidation and to graze with the sam 
kind of animals. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~~nslmcfi0n.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (:UFP) 
. 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

. Parker h-~u-~t.al n 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RN 5 2 Step 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
with the following modification. 

Livestock grazing will continue on these 
allotments. Most of the allotments are 
in fair condition with a static trend and 
no significant adverse impacts are, 
expected from current management practices. 
Land treatment will also be used to 
increase forage capacity on many of the 
allotments as AFlPs are developed. New 
range studies will be conducted to confirm 
the actual status and condition of the 
allotments. 

a. Continue livestock grazing and season 
of use on the following allotments as 
outlined by the decisions for RF1 la.1, 
RM 2.1 and RM 3.1: 

Burrville 
Koosharem Creek 
Parson Mills 
Sail's Meadow 
Box Creek 
Greenwich Creek 

Support Needs 

Monitoring Proqram. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f1~zslruction.s on rqversel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Date: Scpteiir 18, 1378 
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Unkd kes Departnwnt of he In~er~ior 4410 
u-520 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

RICHFI!3JJ DISTRICT OFFICE 
150 East 300 North Street 

Richfield, Utah 84701 

STAFF RJZORT 

Rationale and Criteria Used in Evaluating MFP Recatuxmdations 
for the Xountain Valley Planning Area 

Author: Nax E. Robinson, James Yeckley and Jams Ferguson 

Rationale and criteria used in evaluating MFP rccamendations fotund in 
Table I were propared after a review of literature and assossrrent of 
various field data . This included studies of programs showing the 
dietary over&q that may be expected from the various kinds of animals 
usimg range forage. 

Table II was used as a guide in evaluating stoking by variom ccmbinat- 
ions of arkrk3ls. Since each allotrrmt is unique in respect to the val-icus 
factors affecting forage allocation, a range of con-version factors was 
prepared. Attached to the table axe notes and calculations used in 
arriving at the conversion factors. 

Table III with rationale was used in estimating stocking rates projected 
to ixenty years. 

Enclosures: 
AsStatedAbme 



- . Table1 
. -a 

l . Allotwnt LQP Re camcndations 

ALLOT;I':IT 
Ping. l!nit 

f 

Initial Situation 
3:Inl t. GrJ2lt-q Cap. 1 r -ti%--&%-id[l 

a Cat 
Per1olI Of Use: 

tle~ --Cattle Cattle 
Sheep Shcc? 

CO?:OlTIO:~ Ac. TREND AC. 
IhOd I*~“ro:‘l r,q 
Fair :t::ic : 
Poor P5c iinina 

/ z 
\* 

Current Forac;e Producticn 
Wildlife Reservation 

Total Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.;gst. k'OLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer - Deer Deer 
Elk Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp Anlp 

Total Total 

!!I (70-Years) 
Livestock AU!.!s i-Y :,;i Idl5eZrlzo Xl.;s 
(After Icsrovenents j Deer. AGtilnLj-r P .-----.-I-- 

Cattle 
Sheep - 

Elk 
Total 

Total 

Licensed Use: . Cattle 
Sheeo 

Total 

ALMS 

'[?Wildlife AIJ?IS r? 
\ 'i LVSK Overlap AUM.s.zProj. WOLF Needs 

-(After Irr;proverr.ents7 
3eer Cattle ceer 
Elk 
Antelope 

Sheep =lk 
Total 

Total 
&llp 

Total 

initlai &lterzative ' 
ALTERXATIVES I Forage !Period 1 

Grazing Sysxix ' LOfiT TStTi 
and/or 

Allcczticn ;of Use t 
I Forage 

Lar.d Treatients I kl lccation 
1. Opcinize I L’iSX 

Non-Livestock i 
n3LF 1 

0 .' Grazing I 
2. Optlxize 

/ ! 

. ' LYSK ll;Lc 

1 
! I 

Livestock 
Grazing I 

3. Nuitiple 
i 

Use 
Compromise j +---I 

- 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing i 

5. No 

I I 

/ 

Action 
(Status-Quo) . 

RATIONALE: 
@ --, @I + (3 Sanpete 

(IJ = ,a + (ZJ N. Sevier & Piute 

@ = @ -(z -E Sanpete only. 

G .'j AN& (2 DlJR current estimates and future projections 

3 ALI:4 c;;imates taken from FiFP Objective tables on potential(Natural & Lcind Trea' 

@ Spin-off ALMS for wildlife from range improv&ents, - 
0 ; D!4R future projections or-q:;)- ~3 or carrying capacity whichdver is less. 

+-J @) = o@--@ to determine overlap with wildlife as priority animal. 
.- 1' 

b A' Wildlife Spinoff Carrying Capacity ( 
recommended range irtiprovcnicnr;s). 

assumed to bc,l5:$ for any allotments with 
Abpti d&AC 

1, ,~~ I 
---------‘---r:-~ ~.‘<.‘-e --._-- _ ~ . . ..-.. . _.--,. _ -. .---.- 



. 

Table II 

Mountain Valley Conversion Fa&ors Wildlife-Livestock Based on Dietary Overlay 

Conversion 
Native Se&cd Range High Percent 

Current Future Grass Braise 

Cattle to deer (ave.) .l-2 .2 

Cattle to deer (Critical winter) 1 .5-l 

Cattle to deer (Cattle Spring) 
(Deer Winter) 0 .2 

Sheep to Antelope (same as deer) 

Sheep to deer 

Sheep to deer 

Sheep to deer 

(a=.) .8-l 1 1 .8 . 

(critical winter) 11 1 1 

(Sheep Spring) 
(DeerWinter) .2-.5 .8 .8 .8 

Deer and antelope to sheep 

&&elop& to deer 

Cattle to elk (critical winter) 

Cattle to elk (Cattle spring) 

Cattle to elk (elk winter) 
(cattle sumner) 

Elk to cattle (ave.) 

Sheep and deer to elk 

Elk ti deer .5 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1.25 

11 

1.1 .8 

1 1. 

1 1 

1.25 1.25 

1 

1 -1 1 

1.25 1.25 1.25 

.l 

.8 

.2 

.40 

1.0 

0 

1 

1 

1.25 

Conversion factors are expressed as: l:l, 1:.2 etc., basis and are based on 
references citd and overlap programs: a) Denmark allotment 2Kl FF=(Y+% ccmp. 
X PUF)= total allowable .35; max. cattle .141, sheep .311, deer .201; 80% 
cattle .1128, deer .1813. b) Seeded lands-Middle Hollow, North Hollow, South 
Hello-ti. c) Native range - Axtell, Dry Hill Flat Canyon (overlap Sanpete). 
dj Seven Mile cattle allotmnt (Sagebrush). e) Cyclone Allotmnt (Black 
sagebrush), cattle, sheep. f) Miner's Mountain (Open cattle Pinyon-juniper 
are chained and seeded). 

wildlife (deer, antelope) to livestock (primarily cattle). 
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Criteria for determining Exchange Katios for Wildlife and Livestock for 
Table II. 

1. At present stocking levels wildlife are using 10 to 20% of the 
total AUKS allotted to grazing. Gn mny allotn?c?ts such as Axtell, Dry 
Hill and Middle Eollm, the overlap program does not show any appreciable 
conpetition between deer and cattle. That is, little advantage would be 
realized by remving one kind of animal in favor of the other. 

2. Heavy early-spring cattle use of grass followed by no late sunmer 
grazing can reduce grass conpetition in favor of browse. The cutoff 
date for cattle grazing is July 1 (Heady 1975), (S-mith and Doe11 1968). 

3. "A very high percentage of the mule deer's diet is from species 
also used by cattle while only a small part of the tattles diet comes 
frm mutually shaxed sraics" (St&Mart, Smith and Box 1975), Studies 
in Northern Utah showed that three-fourths of the diet of deer came from 
species which were also used by sheep and cattle whereas both sheep and 
cattle obtain& greater prcentages from plants unused by deer (overlap 
by sheep 60% by cattle about 30%). 

4. Key qecies are the forage species used in camon by wildlife and 

i i-8 
livestock. 

5. Overlap in diets between lives* and big game animals increases 
with increased stocking densities by either or both kinds of animals 
(Table V URA Parker Mt. 1978) an extract follows: 

a. Seven Mile Allotment Sagebrush Range 

Wildlife Current Vegetation Conversion Factors* 
% Use Diff Deer CLWS Diff Current Vegetation Climax Vegetation 

100 1482 69 
297 314 1.06 3.14 

80 1185 383 
297 187 0.63 1.09 

60 889 570 
297 19 0.06 0.19. 

40 593 589 
297 20 0.07 0.19 

20 296 609 
296 18 0.06 0.20 

0 0 627 
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b. Niners Xou;&ain P-J Conversion 
Factors 

Wildlife Current Climax 
% Use Veg. Veg. 

100 
2.15 1.73 

80 
2.00 1.71 

60 
2.05 1.78 

40 
1.24 1.71 

20 
1.05 1.75 

0 

C. Cyclone Allotment Black 
Sagebrush Conversion Factors 

Current Veg. ClimaticVeg. 

2.74 6.34 

0.16 1.90 

0.07 0.16 

0.06 0.16 

0.07 0.16 

8. Examples of application: 

a. Cattle to deer 1:.2 on saltbrush range with a high percentage of 
grass such as the Joseph and Poulsen allotments. Use is by cattle in the 
spring and by deer during the winter. 

b. 00nvert cattle to deer on a sagebrush range used by cattle in the 
spring and for a short period in the fall and by deer during the winter 
and early spring, apply a 1:. 5 ratio since there is cane mnpetition for 
bitter brush and other browse. 

c. Convert deer to elk such as that found in Antelop& Valley, one deer 
to 1.25 elk. On this deer and sheep range, there is a surplus of 
grass. converting cattle to elk on grass seeded range where browse is 
not a limiting factor, there is an 80 percent overlap. mle: Assume 
103 elk AUMs are needed on an elk winter range grazed by cattle in 
spring: 

103 Divide 1.25 = 82 cow Z$JMs to be replaced by elk. 
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Table III 

E%arfple: Estimated Yields by Condition Classes, SCS Ftange Site Descript- 
ion 111. Semi. desert Stoney Loam 4(l)-Arno, Orhy, Atco 

L&./Acre Air Dry Total Annual Yields 
Class Percent Favorable Yrs. Unfavorable Years 

Excellent 76-100 750-1050 475-600 
51-75 900-400 340-550 

Fair 26-50 700-600 300-550 
Poor O-25 500-600 200-450 

Rationale 

None of the allotments in the Mountain Valley PA were classed as being in 
excellent condition, a condition which at least in theory is attainable 
under proper use. In actual practice however, to attain full potential 
(Excellent) within twenty years, under grazing management only is not 
realistic. These values were used with mdification, to estimate potential 
stocking rates for each allotment. Such factors as elevation, precipitation, 
pementage and dispersion of remnants of desirable species within a typa 
influence the time and the extent of restoration that may be expected. 
Plant vigor, condition and trend and history of response to actual use 
were use.d to temper estimates of potential. 

The following approach was used in estimating potential stocking rates 
within twenty years: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Allotments primarily in good condition with little or no opportunity 
for development beyond natural potential are estimated to be .5 to .6 
of natural ,potential as shown in URA 4, Tables I and II. 

Good condition range, with land treatment potential; mltiply natural 
potential by .5 or .6 and add to developed potential or add present 
s-g (initial stocking) to developed potential. 

Fair condition range, multiply natural potentialby .4 to .5 plus land 
treatment potential. 

Poor condition ranges, in theory, have the greatest potential for 
irqrovement since they are producing less than 26 percent of potential. 
These ranges, however, are lacking in remnan ts of 'highly desirable 
forage species; plant vigor is often low and cometition from 
undesirable species is high. Multiply natural &ential by .2 to 
.5; add to deve10~ped potential. 

- ---__-_ ------.----___I - _. . .-._ .__ --a.--. . --,., .,.-- --.- I ..--..- -. . . . -- ” -..-, , 
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Site Potential (Wildlife) 

An estimated 15 percent increase (spin off) in forage values for wildlife 
may be expected from range improvement aimed at improving range con- 
dition (ecological and for forage conditions for livestock). This 
assumption was nxade after reviewing range site descriptions prepared by 
the SCS for sites within the Kxntain Valley PA. An increase of approximately 
15 percent in the productivity of desirable browse species (bitterbrush 
Mountain Eahogany, four wing saltbrush, winter fat, etc.) should result 
following tie release of these desirable browse species following actions 
to reduce compat ition from less desirable species (pinyon, juniper and 
sagebrush). These actions may include vegetation manipulation (chaining, 
burning, spraying) or controlled use by livestock. Decreaser shrubs 
normally occupy 10 to 15 percent of such sites in good to excellent con- 
dition. Overstory of juniper and pinyon may occupy 35 to 40 &percent in 
these types and sagebrush 25 to 30 percent of the sagebrush types. In- 
creaser shrubs and trees may occupy 60 to 80 percent of these types 
under poor and fair condition. 

.-? 
0 

,: :. 
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ALLOTMENT APPLE it@Whl; 
Ping. Unit SA,'VPErE 

ACREAGES 
LM L&-Q0 

state /,320 
Private 880 

Total 3, .$+O 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static /,640 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production a/3 ./ 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

'"-%&$~ 
shy;* 

Watershed-Loss of AU% d 

Initial Situation 
In;i&G;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- Cattle - Cattle --- 
Sheep 73 

Total 73 Sheep :';'I- // 27 / 
I' 5/3/ 

Range SurveygCap.: 
Deer 5 
Elk 72 
Anlp - 

Total 1.~7 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer ,114 
Elk /5 
Anlp - 

Total 129 

LONG TEGM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Ait.~;t;;provements) Deer, Antel;!; 

- 
Sheep 

r;," 

F 
Total it 

Total 117 

Wildlife AUMs 
(iI;;r Impro;eq2ets) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - Deer 136 
Elk J-4 Elk .-?.?--- 
Antelope - 

Sheep7 
Total 43 Anlp - 

Total 160 Total 160 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF -7-e LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 43 160 

2. Optimize % Y- 
Livestock 
Grazing 

g& //@ &o CL-~/L tie //G; 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

66 l/4 w&+-y 
I I 

s6 116 
4. No 

Livestock D 2J3 3. L., (s L., *A 
3--C..- 

Grazing 4 D 

5. No 
Action 1 /90 /a5 7-J c+!p- 

'h+--L.. 

(Status-Quo) , /40 /q 

RATIONALE: 

l’ 



ALLOTMENT SK)/ ti/LL 
Plng. Unit*n/PEfE 

ACREAGES 
ELM P'A/ 
State 29 
Private - 

Total 661 

COVDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good Fdl Improving - 
Fair - Static r-d/ 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle hIAiiah?d cattleLhfAflO+@d 
Sheep 1' Sheep 11 

Total Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
LVSK Overlap Per.iod of Use: 
Cattle /0 Cattle 
Sheep - 

Total /c) Sheep 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Us : 
Deer 49 Deer,&- 430 7 
Elk - Elk 
Anlp c Anlp 

Total .qy 

I 
Livestock AUMs 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 

(After Improveeents) Deer, AntelF;; '27 
Cattle - --- 
Sheep - 

Total /6 
ToSal 27 

Wildlife.AUMs 

ii 
After Improvements) 
Deer 337 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total a7 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle /6 
Sheep - 

Total fb 

Deer o?' 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total. +y 

Initial ~Alternative Grazing Systems' Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock -23 c.Ly 
77-f-l-y 

Grazing 16 677 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

l% 27 /L 27 
I' 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 16 Z-7 

4. No 
Livestock u d 
Grazing i 

i. No 
Action %JWQ -h-=--c 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT @j/g5 &N)/gl\/ 
Plng. Unit jqn/PEtE 

ACREAGES 
BLM 
State 

7, o/3 
/ orb 

Private ' / 24 
Total -Y*zai 

Curient Forage Production 681 
Wildlife Reservation 3 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 551 Sheep 444 

Total 551 Total 4'4 9 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

Initial Situation 
In;;.+;;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

. t, Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 4~3 Sheep 

Total 4~3 Total Sheep 3/e- &/ 
517 -s/3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Us 
Deer /qY Deer /98 Deer/s// - $30 P 

: 

Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total /yf 

Elk - Elk 
Anlp - Anlp 

Total /40 

RM (20-Years) 
, fl,rnriam alwc 

LONG TE 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife - 
(Af;;;t:;provements) Deer, Anteiei[',yy 

*Sheep -;r~3 -- 
Total 

Total /qf 
4ti3 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 367 Cattle - 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Sh;q)T$ Hi%;+ 

Total 327 Total 367 

I Initial IAlternative I 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Ontimize 
N&-Livestock! 
Grazing f 963 

4. No 

RATIONALE: 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

x57-~ '22 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK 11;1DLF 

I 
D 

T x5/ .;/sp 

.I, 
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ALLOTMENT LONG FLA7- 
Plng. Unit SqN&%#F 

ACREAGES 
BLM L.037 
State 1,553 
Private 1557 

Total e-, 147 

Current Forage Production 1031 
Wildlife Reservation -Y-- 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs U 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 9 , 

Total 9:s" 
Sheep ;yod 

Total ~0% Sheep /o/6 -s/3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer //i-L Deer 
Elk - 

229 
Elk - 

Anlp - Anlp - 
Total //2. Total -3ay 

Period o Use.: 
Deer /Z r--4/30 f 
Elk 
Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope /I> 

Cattle - 
*Sheep 719 

*Elk 32 

Total 919 
Total 14.q 

Wildlife AUMs 
(;ef;;r 1mprowmem;s) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - 
Elk 32 . 
Antelope - 

Sheep 80 2,. 
Deer ;zaq 

Total ;25 
I 

Total roa 
Elk 3" 
Anlp - 

Tota? 257 

I Initial IAlternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Allocation of Use 
1. Ontimize I LVSK IWDLF 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK MDLF 

%-P--?~ s/9 L/3- 

N&-Livestock 
Grazing $02 227 

;Ic, CA x "-;A 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing "I 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise i 86L /7P n-d-p- 

4. No 
Livestock Grazing 0 /, 031 ye., 3 ,?t ;*T /: b- 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) I, 147 6-9 /J 

* / 3L4-Ge< 
D 

RATIONALE: 

yz-ai-2? I I /,/J? aa.y 
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ALLOTMENT ,!,&A 
Ping. Unit SANPEtE - 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3-6~2 
State l-20 
Private 594 

Total /,JEO 

COWDITION AC. 
Good 566 
Fair - 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static ~66 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production ~64 
Wildlife Reservation (j 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

ALTERNATIVES 
Initial 
Forage 

1 Alloci 
1. Optimize LVSK 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing /30 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 135 

3. Multiple 
Use ' 

I Compromise /3$ 
4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) joy 

RATIONALE: 

Lion 
JDLF 

do 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep /30 Sheep - 

Total / 3.0 Total - Sheep A$- 6bd 

Ranqe Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer - gi 

E$---+- 
Totn /34 

-7 t: 

Deer /3 
Elk 
Anlp 3 

Total =-?0 

.> -f , . 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 88 

Cattle - 
Sheep /30 

Elk 41; 

Total / 30 
Total 134 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer 15 Cattle - 
Elk 

Deer /5 
15 

Antelope - 
Sheep - Elk I5 

Total - 
Total 30, 

Anlp - 
Total 3.9 

ilternative Grazing Systems 
'eriod and/or 
If Use Land Treatments 

x-4 d.&q -p. r- ; 'L-q-. 

-22 5)7-.(/c- 

jdw-7-jc h#-7u-- 

1 Long Term 
Forage 

I Allocation 
LVSK /+JDLF 

/3D So 

130 40 

130 30 
I 

.> !,.O-?r-~~ 0 

-fip,>-r,&- /op -v 

94 . @&+.f&A&ALlWlHae. 



ALLOTMENT dti& -TH&- z/ti 
Plng. Unit SAND&-~ 

ACREAGES 
BLM /.a.Fa 
State f,24& 
Private /‘ 343 

Total 3, qa./ 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 1. a r;r 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 104 
Wildlife Reservation b 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 396 Sheep /& 

Total ~$6 Total x.4 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle -- 
Sheep 7a Sheep - 

Total 72 Total - Sheep /o//c L/30 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 32 Deer 027 Deer,&-+'/$a 
Elk i Elk - Elk 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total 3% Total Jy 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 39 

Cattle .- Elk. - 
Sheep 7~; Total 3a 

Total 72 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improve~ntsj 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle C- Deer 
Elk 

d7 

Antelope l 
Sheep 

Total 
3-r 

Total :a= 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total d-7 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WOLF I 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

,a- 27 3i4 J&yL ,“” O-YfL=+-. 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

73. 2-9 pm &Lb! t y //J.-c-') 2 72 2-y 

3. Multiple 
Use . 
Compromise 72 J-9 % -. 7% A9 

1 
4. No 

Livestock 
D 104 pti &cP,‘~C .d~~“r~ti.- d 

Grazi nq 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) aS6 '9 

&,$ &m,L /7z n-7 ‘f. 6f’L 27 

RATIONALE: 
f 

40' AM 

n - ,.e:, .LLAL+tA !!LdGh//.‘I) f!zi.QAn “r/l .,,ch.4 ,.sAL,,‘a ,rr;., ,A&..?, 
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ALLOTMENT Lt/ood {/O//Ou/ 
Plnq. Unit s;clNp&E 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3,715 
State lJ/9Y 
Private 1, F4Q 

Total L, 753 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 3,590 Improvi nq - 
Fair /A5 .Static 2.7/z 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

147 

-0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 0 

Total D Sheep 4hG - 6130 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use; 
Deer 54 Deer 25-4 Deer/~//-.4/~ 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 54 

Cattle - 
Sheep 

Elk-7 
4 

Total +s 
Total /O&L 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

!g,L--g 

Antelope - 
Total 13 f 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Long Term 
and/or 

Allocation of Use 
Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

1 
LVSK dDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

0 /oz p3&““y /+z+-~~~ 
D /3r 

2. Optimize 
Livestock )‘lA-x& 
Grazing 7f5 //oa /lLQ &,c > ..e;: 

C’ ‘45 /oz 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 45 m324(?JyL- 95 /a?-. 

I , 
4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing 

0 /oq pa &L-7 "4/C &W/e-. 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 



. 
ALLOTMENT &f/&d &! 
Ping. Unit #SevleA 

ACREAGES 
BLM 7.33 5 
State 22,330 
Private Z7 d 

Total /7,3% 

COUDITION AC. 
God z 335 
Fair - 
Poor - 

Current Forage Production %$? 
Wildlife Reservation 37 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 139 Cattle Cattle 4/t -5b/ 

Sheep ,?L 0 Sheep cJo/ao- /o/3/ 

Total 389 Total SheepJ&-- .zh/ 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer //6 
Elk /9~ 
Anlp - 

Total ,8bd 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(&f;;;t:;provements) Deer, Antelq; //g 

129 6.G 
Sheep 260 - Total /PO 

Total 397 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 129 Cattle 17 
Sheep 300 Sheep 249 

Total 387 Total =cob 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 
Elk --+&+ 

*Cattle 0 Deer ,384 
*Sheep 0- Elk 6 2 

7 (&J-c* ,) Antefope 
Total Jg> 

Total 0 Anlp 2 
Totalmy 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK jWDLF 

4/, - 5Lv c. Non-Livestock 
Grazing I3go //fO 5$!!3-&+9== 

I 
2. Optimize I 

Livestock 1 
t ! 380 /f&j j7r> .A+- /p-.$?-7 1. c 

Grazing 
I 

3. Multiple ' 
Use 
Compromise 3fo 160 wJ++- -7f-@- 

4. No 
Livestock +- f) qogj pl ZL‘p. ,+w7c-e 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 13P-9 (Status-Quo) 1 

;/$?I p&4 c.L-$,e 3% G-7 ret 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK N'3LF 

D -3r45 

3 80 m 

3rd iti5 

D 

3E7 /kz’ t 

RATIONALE: 



. .- 

ALLOTMENT JFoNes 
Plng. Unit A/- Sw/er 

ACREAGES 
BLM 330 
State - 
Private - 

Total 330 

Current Forage Production a5 
Wildlife Reservation 3 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep / 2 Sheep / 

Total /CL Tot:1 ,"o 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle -- Cattle - 

* Sheep /2 
Total 15 

Sheep D 
Total D 

Ranqe Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use 
Deer - Deer 13 
Elk Elk - 
Anlp Anlp - 

Total Total /Y 

Cattle 

Sheep 5// -s/5 

Period of Use: 
Deer/,h5- 4hs 
Elk 
Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle - 
Sheep 

Total /,"; 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, Antelope 13 

Elk - 
Total 13 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

-Deer d3 Cattle - Deer 32 
Elk Sheep D Elk - 
Antelope - Total o Anlp - 

Total 2-3 Total 3 2 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
Forage Period and/or 
Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
LVSK WDLF 

/a /3 po A+ ylf.Gy3.y 

/2 13 ;</ &y!y- w 

/2 /3 ?‘a CL--$4 - 

D 43 p&4 ‘R”...p (/p-y 

/ac 13 -)?&I e &t/c.,:. 
P 

)%-m-e 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK rrlDLF 

0 23 

/2 19 

/3 /3 

d 

/a 13 

RATIONALE : 



. “̂  

Initial Situation 

ALLOTMENT PwaLl 
Plng. Unit N.$ivfer 

ACREAGES 
BLM 5c.3.5 
State x 930 
Private 4319 

Total 6.983 

Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle - Cattle 

350 Sheep 
Total 390 Total "D Sheep ;,-flOo / 

- 7//O 
Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use:, 

Deer Deer g5 Deer/,//s -4/j.< - 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp- Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total ~5~ COYDITIOnl AC. TREND Ac. 
Gnod .zYy-03 5 Improving - 
Fair -- Static Ai 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 97.5 
Wildlife Reservation 78 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep .340 Sheep 367 

Total 3g& Total 367 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

LONG TEReO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, AntelF;; /37 ,$a~ nPrnuss;~~L 

Cattle - 
Sheep 44 

Total 442 

- t@rJqc /.ypew- 

Total /3,7 = d +-(LA-#d&?4 
---Q- 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 336 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 336 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

'Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
390 $5 * d-9 

c++G%+L& 4wqpno~~ 

Grazing & -jJ.& H1-'f. ~ 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing '340 25 pLo&'yL L,w+/ 44z 77.5 

1 
3. Multiple 

Use 
/ '&at?&zYhf/ 

Compromise ' 390 1 85' ;Y&+I 370 /37 
! 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D 397 )-@L-yc A-----/ d 

5.No 
Action (Status-Quo) 3 90 g5 IW dbA.t,L kbc)Le 390 cw 

RATIONALE: 



. u- 

ALLOTMENT ti,L56d Du/zrP 
Plng. Unit N.Jevfer 

ACREAGES 
BLM L/J/ 
State 40 
Private - 

Total 4 161 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair !, / a- ‘.I Static /,/a/ 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 5~ 
Wildlife Reservation /B 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

""f%-&- ""zki-$- 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 

Shf%i+- 
Sheep 

Total Sheep 5/l-- 5/i< 
Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 

Deer Deer Deer-i/jr-- 4& 
Elk Elk z Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 7 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (PO-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvyyts) 
Deer Cattle 0 Deer /04 
Elk - Elk - 
Antelope - 

Sheep - 
Total 8 Anlp - 

Total 43 Total 104 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use I Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF LVSK YJDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 45 7 #L&j ado+- )W-cr 0 43 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 45 7 pii4 c4-y Lb-x-L 45 7 

3. Multiple 
Use Compromise 45 7 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 3 &4 &h..fl jw-L c i 

5. No 

Action (Status-Quo) 45 7 db-y LLs-*ce 45 7 

RATIONALE: 

* /1. ..A,,, , . , ‘. L I n,;, is.4 ib;rl/, 25 /4&o 61: , a) LddPn dcrm fl6c42 4ti -/A f 



ALLOTMENT 36?eX fiA? 
Plng. Unit PI&Z 

ACREAGES 
BLM 705 
State 
Private /5 

Total 720 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod - Improving 7d5 
Fair /95 Static - 
Poor - Deciining - 

sccdiq? 5/o 
Current Forage Production 145 
Wildlife Reservation $7 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle~tiA//&Q! Cattle L(NA//&& 
Sheep 11 Sheep II 

Total Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs a 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
*Cattle /Oz. Cattle 

Sheep 
Total 122 

Sheep 
Total 

Ranae Survev Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer - 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total 

;yL?z 

Anlp - 
Total 93 

Cattle 

Sheep 

Period of Use: 
Deer ,/As- 4;~ 
Elk 
Anlp 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 

.(Af;;~~f;provements) Deer, Antelope 93 
/da. Elk - 

Sheep - Total 930 
Total /OA 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
'Deer ' 93 . 
Elk - 
Antelope 

Total ~~ 

Proj. WOLF Needs: 

;;;ra - 
Anlp - 

Total 93 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF LVSK ADLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing /Da. $73 P 5 “?Lcp/c L- /OS. 73’ 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing /LG. 43 960 P&Ly?~ )??~.y- /oa ?3 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

/c9z 43 %A#- b-LL-- /oz. 73 
4. No rc by 

Livestock 
Grazing D //p hQ cAe*up li--r=-c d 73 

5. No 
Action 

% 
h 

(Status-Quo) *w 
9 3 ,btY &%+f ~~~.@-7~~-- 

RATIONALE : 



ALLOTMENT &???Uy5 VA& 
Plng. Unit P/&e 

ACREAGES 
BLM /449 
State - 
Private - 

Total /, 9'94 

TREND AC. 
Improving /, 999 
Static - 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production /FO 
Wildlife Reservation .5-a. 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 52 Cattle 17 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 5a Total /7 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs Q 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3,. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 
\ 

Initial 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK WDLF 

77 103 

77 I03 

77 /03 
0 j/P 

5A 103 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 77 Cattle Cattle 5//o- 7f45 

Sheep - Sheep 
Total 77 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer /03 Deer,///+/.!5 
Elk Elk - Elk ' 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total /OS 

LONG TERM (21 D-Years) 
lap AUMs Livestock AUMs Wildlife Over 

(Af;;;ti;provements) Deer, AntelF;; 103 
77 _ 

Total/a9 
------- ’ 
Sheep 

Total 77 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

4 
After Improvements) 
Deer //9 "$;;;A- Deer /w 
Elk 
Antelope ' 

Elk - 
Total 0 Anlp -, 

Total //9 Tot- 

lternative Grazing Systems 
'eriod and/or 
if Use Land Treatments 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 

I 
LVSK WDLF 

h.44 M--v-p I - 1 .o ill9 
l‘!& &&.& yc I h-2 I I 77 /L93 



. u.- 

luymm, gcg 2du-e 

ACREAGES 
ELM 7s-u 
State - 

Private - 
Total 721 

CONDITION AC. 
G;od - 
Fair 73/ 
Peer - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 73/ 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 5'0 
Wildlife Reservation 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 
Sheep Li 

Cattle !/ 
Sheep - 

Total ./I Total ,I 

Watershed-Loss of AUMS Q 

Initial 
ALTERNATIVES Forage 

-1 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 11 3 

3. Multiple 
Use ' 
Compromise I I L/ 4 

, 

RATIONALE: 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle // Cattle Cattle 5/, - q&9 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total // Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 9 
Elk Elk - 

$r& - 43 

Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 9 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(AlfZ;;ti;provements) Deer, Antel;!; 9 

/ 
Sheep 1 Total 7 

Total // 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
Deer /2 Cattle 0 Deer 51 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope 

Total ,x 
Total 0 Anlp - 

Total 51 

,lternative Grazing Systems 
'eriod and/or 

Long Term 
Forage 

I?-Use Land Treatments Allocation 
LVSK W DLF 

d /a 

45 /IL:. ..,>t . r , A.4 -c,,Lfl<,/ d ,,“. J 
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Site Potential (Wildlife) 

An estimated 15 percent increase (spin off) in forage values for wildlife 
maybe expected framrange improvemen taimed at improving range con- 
dition (ecological and for forage conditions for livestock). This 
assumption was made after reviewing range site descriptions prepared by 
the SCS-for sites within the Mountain Valley PA. An increase of approximately 
15 percent in the productivity of desirable browse species (bitterbrush 
Mountain Mahogany, four wing saltbrush, winter fat, etc.) should result 
following the release of these desirable browse species following actions 
to reduce competition from less desirable species (pinyon, juniper and 
sagebrush). These actions may include vegetation manipulation (chaining, . 
burning, spraying) or controlled use by livestock. &creaser shrubs 
normally occupy 10 to 15 percent of such sites in gccd to excellent con- 
dition. merstory of juniper and pinyon may occupy 35 to 40 percent in 
these types and sagebrush 25to 30 percent of the sagebrush types. In- 
creaser shrubs and trees my occupy 60to 80 percent of these types 
under poor and fair condition. 



Title: Rationale and Criteria Used in Fvaluating'MFP Recamxndations 
for the Mountain Valley Planning Area 
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Author: Max E. Robinson, James Yeckley and James Ferguson 

Rationale and criteria used in evaluating MFP recanmen dations found in 
Table I were prepared after a review of literature and assessment of 
various field data. This included studies of programs showing the 
dietary overlajj that may be expected from the various kinds of animals , 
using range forage. 

Table II was used as a guide in evaluating stocking by various cmbinat- 
ions of ariimals. Since each allotment is unique in respect to the various 
factors affecting forage allocation, 
prepared. Attached to the table are 
arritig at the conversion factors. 

a range of conversion factors was 
notes and calculations used in 

Table III with rationale was used in 
to twenty years. 

estimating sto&ing rates projected 

Enclosures : 
As stated Above 



C 
In-tt-ial Situation 

ALLOTi4EiJT 
?'Jnit. Grazing Cap.<: LVSt; Overlap Period Of Use: c- 

Ping. Unit Cattle 'Cattle Cattle 
Sheep Sheep 

ACREAGES Total Total Sheep 

BlM 
State C -11 Range Survey Cap,;gst. WDLF Use Period of Use: 

Givate Deer - Deer Deer 

Total Elk Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp Anlp 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. Total Total 

GO03 Imrovinq 
Fair Static I LOPIG TERM (Xl-Years) 
Poor Declininq [.'.Liveszock AU:!s i-'Wildlife Cverlap AZ;s 

-43 
c 

N (After Ima-ovements) ijeer, Antelope 
41 Current Forage Production Cattle Elk 

IC &CC- 

Wildlife Reservation Sheep Total 
. Total 

LEiEit;eference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle {?4ildlife AU4ls c? \ :: LVSK Overlap AUMs:Proj. WDLF Needs' 

Sheep Sheep -'(After Improvements~ 

Total Total Deer Cattle Beer 
Elk Sheep Elk 

Watershed-Loss of AU!% Antelope Total Anlp 
Total Total 

initial ;ilteriiative 
^ 

IPeriod 
brazing Systeix ' lot15 Ttml 

ALTERNATIVES Forage 
Allccaticn :of Use I 

and/or I Forage 
Land Treatnents !Allccation 

1. Optimize 
;;&L$estock 1 “S' rLi / ' 

' LVSK LXILF- 
? 

I 
2 Optimize . 

Livestock 
Grazing 

3. bluitiple 
Use 
Compromise I 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing . I 

5. NO I 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

1 I. 

i=ibIC I, ml 1 Ul i,rL.rlc 8 $ * I 1 .L --..*.-._-, _,__. .-_._ 

.- . Table 1 
. . .- ~himent MFP Re camnendations 

&Jyg; (3, Sanpete 

@ =@.+@ N. Sevier & Piute 

@ =@-<> -a Sanpete only. 

0 5 ANC (2 DWR current estimates and future projections 

a AUM estimates taken from MFP Objective tables on potential(Natura1 & Land Treati 

@Spin-off AUMs for wildlife from range improv&ents. 

.'. 
1 

DlJR future projections or cj- tis or carrying capacity whichever is less. 

:’ @=@-@ to determine overlap with wildlife as priority animal. 

@ Wild1 i fe Spinoff Carrying Cspaci ty (assumed to bc,15% for any allotments with 
recommended range improvements). AEprtcbrAL 



Table II 

Mountain Valley Inversion Factors Wildlife-Livestock Based on Dietq Overlay 

Conversion 
Native Seeded Range High Percent 

Current Future Grass Browse 

Cattle to deer (Critical winter) 

Cattle to deer (Cattle Spring) 
(DeerWinter) 

Sheep to Antelope (same as deer) 

Sheep to deer (ave.) 

Sheep to deer (critical winter) 

Sheep to deer (Sheep Spring) 
(Deer winter) 

Deer and antelope to sheep 

Antelopetodeer 

Cattle to elk (critical winter) 

Cattle to elk (Cattle spring) 

Cattle to elk (elk winter) 
(cattle smmr) 

Elk to cattle (ave.) 

Sheep and deer to elk 

1 .5-l 

0 .2’ 

Cattle to deer (ave.) .l-2 .2 .1 .40 

.a 1.0 

.2 0 

.8-l 1 1 .8 

11 1 1 

.2-.5 .8 .8 .8 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1.25 

11 

1.1 .8 

1 1 

1 1 

1.25 1.25 

1 1 

11 

1.25 1.25 

1 1 

1.25 1.25 

Elk ti deer -5 

Conversion factors are expressed as: l:l, 1:.2 etc., basis and are based on 
references citedandoverlapprograms: a) Denmark allotment 2Kl FF=(z% ctmp. 
X PUF)= total allowable .35; max. cattle .141, sheep :311, deer .201; 80% 
cattle .1128, deer .1813. b) Seeded lands-Middle Hollow, North Hollow, South 
Hollow. c) Native range - Axtell, Dry Hill Flat Canyon (overlap Sanpete). 
d) Seven Mile cattle allotment (Sagebrush). e) Cyclone Allotment (Black 
sagebrush), cattle, sheep. f) Miner's Mountain (Open cattle Pinyon-juniper 
are chained and seeded). 

*Wildlife (deer, antelope) to livestock (primarily cattle). 



Criteria for determining Exchange Patios for Wildlife and Livestock for 
Table II. 

1. At present stocking levels wildlife are using 10 to 20% of the 
total AUMs allotted to grazing. On my allotments such as Axtell, Dry 
Hill and Middle Hollow, the overlap program does not show any appreciable 
ccmpetition between deer and cattle. That is, little advantage would be 
realized by removing one kind of animal in favor of the other. 

2. Heavy early-spring cattle use of grass followed by no late sumner 
grazing can reduce grass competition in favor of browse. The cutoff 
date for cattle grazing is July 1 (Heady 1975), (Smith and Doe11 1968). 

3. "A very high percentage of the mle deer's diet is from species 
also used by cattle while only a small part of the tattles diet canes 
frm mtually shared species" (Stcddart, Smith and Hex 1975). Studies 
inNorthernUtah showedthatthree-fourths of the diet of deer came from 
specieswhichwere also usedby sheep andcattlewhereasboth sheep and 
cattle obtained greater percentages frm plants unused by deer (overlap 
by sheep 60% by cattle about 30%). 

4. Key species are the forage species used in ccmmn by wildlife and 
livestock. 

5. Overlap in diets between livestock and big game animals increases 
with increased stocking densities by either or both kinds of animals 
(Table V URA Parker Mt. 1978) an extract follows: 

a. Seven Mile Allotment Sagebrush Range 

Wildlife Current Vegetation Conversion Factors* 
% Use Diff Deer Cows Diff Current Vqetation Climax Veqetation 

100 1482 69 
297 314 1.06 3.14 

80 1185 383 
297 187 0.63 1.09 

60 889 570 
297 19 0.06 0.19 

40 593 589 
297 20 0.07 0.19 

20 296 609 
296 18 0.06 0.20 

0 0 627 



b. Miners Mmntain P-J Conversion 
Factors 

Wildlife Current Climax 
8 Use Veg. Vq. 

100 
2.15 1.73 

80 
2.00 1.71 60 . 
2.05 1.78 

40 
1.24 1.71 

20 
1.05 1.75 

0 

8. Examples of application: 

C. Cyclone Allotment Black 
Sagebrush Conversion Factors 

Current Veg. Climatic Veg. 

2.74 6.34 

0.16 1.90 

0.07 0.16 

0.06 0.16 

0.07 0.16 

i a. Cattle to deer 1:.2 on saltbrush range with a high percentage 
grass such as the Joseph and Poulsen allotments. Use is by cattle 
spring and by deer during the winter. 

of 
in the 

b. cbnvert cattle to deer on a sagebrush range used by cattle in the 
spring and for a short period in the fallandbydeerduring thewinter 
and early spring, apply a 1:.5 ratio since there is cane canpetition for 
bitter brush and otherbrmse. 

. convert deer to elk such as that found in Antelope Valley, one deer 
zo 1.25 elk. On this deer and sheep range, there is a surplus of 
grass. 00nverting cattle to elk on grass seeded range where brcme is 
not a limiting factor, there is an 80 percent overlap. Example: Assume 
103 el.kAUMsareneededonane~lkwinterrange grazedbycattle in 
spring: 

103 Divide 1.25 = 82 cow AUMs to be replaced by elk. 



Table III 

Example: Estimated Yields by Condition Classes, SCS Range Site Descript- 
ion 111. Semi desert Stoney Loam 4(l)-Arno, Orhy, Atco 

Lbs./Acre Air Dry Total Annual Yields 
Class Percent- Favorable Yrs. Unfavorable Years 

Excellent 76-100 750-1050 475-600 
51-75 900-400 340-550 

Fair 26-50 700-600 300-550 
Poor O-25 500-600 200-450 

Rationale 

None of the allotments in the Mountain Valley PA were classed as being in 
excellent condition, a cmdition which at least in theory is attainable 
under proper use. In actual practice Wever, to attain full potential 
(Excellent) within twenty years, under grazing rmnagement only is not 
realistic. These values were used with modification, to estimate potential 
stocking rates for each allotmmt. Such factors as elevation, precipitation, 
percentage and dispersion of remnants of desirable species within a type 
influence the time and the extent of restoration that may be expected. 
Plant vigor, condition and trend and history of response to actual use 
were used to temper estimates of potential. 

The following approach was used in estimating potential stocking rates 
within twenty years: 

1. Allotments primarily in good condition with little or no op~rtunity 
for development beyond natural potential are estimated to be .5 to .6 
of natural 'potential as shown in URA 4, Tables I and II. 

2. Gocd condition range, with land treatment potential; mltiply natural 
potential by .5 or .6 and add to developed potential or add present 
slacking (initial stocking) to developed potential. 

3. Fair condition range, multiply natural potential by .4 to .5 plus land 
treatment potential. 

4. Foor condition ranges, in theory, have the greatest potential for 
improvement since they are producing less than 26 percent of potential. 
These ranges, however, are lacking in r emnants of highly desirable 
forage species; plant vigor is often low and competition fran 
undesirable species is high. Multiply natural potential by .2 to 
-5; add to developed potential. 



0 
I.itial Situation 

ALLOTMENT 2 Init. Grazing Cap. verlap 

Plng. Unit Cattle 
P;;w;t,of Use: 

Sheep Sheep 

ACREAGES Total Total Sheep 

BLM 
State 
fiivate 

@Range Survey Cap.@st. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer Deer 

Total Elk Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp Anlp 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. Total Total 

Gcod improving 
Fair Static A LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Poor Declining Livestock AUMs wildlife Overlap AUMs 

0 1 Current Forage Production 
(Af;;wt:;provements) Deer, Antelope 

Elk 0 II wscc- 

Wildlife Reservation Sheep Total 
Total 

LVSK Preference: 
Cattle 
Sheep 

Total 

Watershed-Loss of 

Licensed Use: 
Cattle 0 8 Wildlife AUMs 

Q 
9 VSK Overlap AUMs@roj. WDLF Needs 

Sheep (After Improvements --------_. _ 

Total Deer Cattle - *. Ceer 
Elk Elk 

AUMs Antelope 
Sheep 

Total Anlp 
Total Total 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

,3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 

I 

Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK DLF 

III 
t 

0 =Q*Q 
N. Sevier & Piute 

@ = 0-Q -@.Sanpete only. 

0 0 5 ANb /O DWR current estimates and future projections 

8 AUM est<mates taken from MFP Objective tables on potential(Natura1 & Land Treatment 

(?)Spin-off AUMs for wildlife from range improvements. v 
8 DWR future projections or@- @ or carryi 

@I=@-0 /g to determine overlap with wildli 

0 11 Wildlife Spinoff Carrying Capacity (assumed 
recommended range improvements). 

ng capacity whichever is less. 

fe as priority animal. 

to be,,15% for any allotments with 
AD.pttb~A~ 



ACREAGES' 
BLM /a, 203 
State 3*1/7 

Private 3,523 
Total /9.54'3 

CONDITION AC. 
Gcod ~5~7 
Fair 4,3ua 
Pnnr - 

TREND AC. -..- 
Improving -- 
Static /s, 203 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production a,3555 
Wildlife Reservation n 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep assb Sheep /, 763 

Totala,ssk Total ,$ 76~ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs ,LJ 

Initial Situation 
In;;-it;;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- Cattle Cattle 
Sheep /.774 Sheep 

Total ~77"1 Total Sheep /o/6 - 4/b 

Ranqe Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 301 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 30f 

Livestock A'JMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope ' 3Od ($JSCC-,$b~) 

Cattle - Elk 
Sheep 

63. 
a,/55 

Total -2,/55 
Total 37j 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: ! 

-Deer 
*Elk 

309 Cattle - 
63 Sheep . ..-?./55 

Deer 30Y 
Elk 

Antelope - 
63 

Total J,/Q- Anlp - 
Total 371 Total 37/ 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize 

Non-Livestock 
LVSK WDLF 1 w eGc a..-? b5-idFA2~. 

i l-d/, -6/,5).~-&‘&dh-ukc1/ ao/lL,f&~ 

Grazing 
, 
, 
, ,A 3o d 1 /o//6 i 5/3/h 

/ 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 1,774 3d 

/o//6-5/3/ is> 5 . 
a m/'plpc /r/-e *L. \ 
,D c-2 &dc/6=e-ww 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

/,?7f 3&f /0//6-~j&,[~) p&u e w.?‘---- 

4. No &!&&& ,& 4 d-u<” /L-Q &C R L .gc ,-?/J/A. 
Livestock 
Grazing D 2255 --=+7-K 

, 
5. No 

Action 
(Status-Quo) d, 538 3qf 7w cLLu/c )7*@%Jc 

RATIONALE: 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK PDLF 

a,/5 37/ 
4 

J,/55 37/ I 
a/55137/ I 

0 I 
----I-- 

a538 2Jd-f 

* ?h. fit A< ,, rl ,, i’, ‘_ A. da, . I;; I, , -;Lfr- 
t 

I. / CT.4 PA n ,*.a u I-I’ r/74.. 4 ,a .r.,* ../.. co c. . . nr A-.-.. l- r/l 1 



Pi&i&i+ 
ALLOTMENT 2 62 e & /E 

ACREAGES 
BLM %52J 
State 
Private 

4, a-40 
120 

Total /454Q 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 1;045 Improving - 
Fair 555 Static 9/5Pd 
Poor - Declining - 

see /"/9 3; +7fQ 
Current Forage Production-/,56/ 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle /L/5 Cattle /;4Q 

shTe~~~~ ShFZFal ;$f T 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 4 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 7 
,$z 

Cattle Cattle 5h -Y/30 
Sheep Sheep 

Total 443 Total Sheep ,&-H/> 
b/l - bi3G 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Use; Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 6/Y 
Elk - 
Anlp - 
Total 6/Y 

Deer 
Elk 

537 

Anlp 1 
Total 537 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AU&. 
(After Improvements) ~"":"i&%~~p&$l~ 

*Cattle /330 
Sheep 3~2. 

cY'&S(2c- 7//') 

Total /, 642. I 
Total 629 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Y “,y 537 Cattle /330 Deer 537 
67 Elk 

Antelope 
Sheep- Z- 

- 607 Total, 6 Z- !, -%-- Anlp 67 - Total 
Total LO+ 

Initial Aiternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF C/'L&.& I, ,-J ,&.dp 55 - G‘;L 3,:' ;L"::/;.'S, 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 943 5371 

6/ - ?A3 (5) $h.n+4L,,*JkwcZd 1""~"."p~~ 
_ ~Lc&-wv74hi‘ /l/f 12 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing i;43 537 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 7+3 537 b/$ 9hQ6f) .-kii& h &* +> /,6&e- 60-j 

4. No I 
Livestock 

&c L--d-L 255 4zLL d 3ahmrk., 
Grazing 0 /SCl - 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 2087 537 hd**y /z-=--4- &OS? 537 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT 6&f &.Nj@ti 
Plng. Unit csAA/&$p 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3/9k3 
State sa7 
Private 4350 

Total La60 

COrYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 673 6 7 Improving - 
Fair L/L Static 3, 9f3 
Poor -. Declining - 

Current Forage Production /9,2- 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 350 Cattle .Tso 
Sheep - Sheep -- 

Total 350 Total 352 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle fi Cattle &- t/30 
Sheep - /o// - /S/3/ 

Total Q Sheep 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 145 
Elk - 

Deer&- 4,~'30 
Elk 

Anlp - Anlp 
Total 145 

I 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements! Deer, 

Cattle 
Antelope i-75 

74- 
(UJSCC - 164) 

Sheep - 
*Elk /f 

Total ';1~ . 
'Total /43 

Wildlife A 
(After Improvements) 
Wildlife AUMs 

?i 
After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

FDeer / Deer 
*Elk *Elk 

14; Cattle .79 Deer 45. 

Antelope Antelope 
I Sheep - 

Tot; Total {;3- Tota1 79 :::,i_e 
Total /63 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation :of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize 

Non-Livestock 
LVSK !WDLF f z// -3/3, 

' Grazing 27 145 7t,a GL-~"p 1 L~23-x 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

Pl+,~!,e 71/l& 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 79 A3 

4. No 
Livestock I 

Grazing 
$ $->.<<C CL9 

I 
5. No 

Action 
(Status-Quo) 

35-d /45 p$$ IdL, ;:,i pp I& 3T6 145 

RATIONALE: 



ACREAGES 
kLM 52 / 
State 7/9 
Private 995 

Total o;,a35 

COYOITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod - Imoroving - 
Fair J-J / %atic 5.2 / 
Poor - Declining -- 

Current Forage Production /S6 
Wildlife Reservation g 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 2740 Sheep /5/ 

Total ‘240 Total /5-l 

Watershed-Loss of ALI>& D - 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 44, Sheep 

Total ?# Total 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer 53- Deer 
Elk 3q Elk ;: 
Anlp - Anlp - 
Total 92 Total 5/ 

Cattle 

Sheep JFf ;z,zs / 

Anlp ' 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 

Cattle 
/ii 

! Deer, Ante';;; 5; (~crscC - ~6) c 
Sheep 

Total /OF- 
Total 7.z 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs 

Deer 3 

::&A "'~~Eal ;zc 
Total 74 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 35 
Elk 'Q 
Anlp - 

Total J+ 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK !&lLF 

20 J-l4 7 

f 
.lU21 74 

D I 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

I Non-Livestock 
Grazing 94 5/ ?@ A'"p - 

2. Opti,mize 
Livestock 
Grazing 94 51 p-L4 CAL~C L&-7< 

3. Multiple 
Use 

44 5-t --++ 
-. 

Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock I 

Grazing 0 /f4’ w -- 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) a40 " 7L-e e&v4) c 7L-c-e 

RATIONALE: 

rlL /-A b”J AL, 8rfl/l+i #AA.+ IJ I 4. d f. rJII.- Rlf/tis dG?d A, .awbY! ,HfP d *Jr 4 ‘iv. . , L 



ALLOTMENT z&d 
Plng. Unie 

ACREAGES 
BLM 4 040 
State 
Private 4fO 

Total I> 720 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gpod - Improving - 
Fair 404 Static ~occp 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 380 
Wiidlife Reservation D 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep /Qd Sheep 4 

Total /og Total -$ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
*Sheep 179 Sheep 

Total 179 Total Sheep 3-/J - L//S 
/dif - /I/;5 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer /.$X9 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Use; 
Deer 7L 

Elk 72 Elk //$ R.:~; 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total Jg/' Total 5%. 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs *Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t:;provements) Deer, Antelit); * /.4./ (L&ZC-J~/) 

- r3 
Sheep 

-_ 
c3OU~ - - Total ~31 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer 42 Cattle Deer ?J. 
Elk 23 
Antelope - 

Sheep Elk ay 
Total Anlp - 

Total Ia/ Total /a/ 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 29 310 
5'" Grazing 177 g2 7I.d c&c-~ I j&.-&L /7? /a-/ 

2. Optimize I 
. 

Livestock 
Grazing 

/7y 42 -m dye ?44-w& am 13 f 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise /7y P- 

?-WA km--C 
t 

/77’ m/ 

4. No 
Livestock 0 3q472+34. ),lce-Pk 0 
Grazing I 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) '*' 

92 7-u, &?h-yL ?44-7-L-c /OS 92 

RATIONALE: 



4&f%. 
Plng. Unit &3&$7&k - 

#ACREAGES 
bLM 4ZFs- 
State I : 387 
Private /42. 

Total < P.s / 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod 3, /-74 Improving - 
Fair /. &,"3 Static q2 a;? 
Poor / s Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

477 
0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - s Cattle - 
Sheep s'ci,' 

Total * s 9 i' shs-=- 555 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: ;V;;,;verlap P;&;d,of Use: 

Cattle - - 

&Sheep :32+ Srteep 24) 
Total 322 Total a-'~ Sheep ,/1--3Ao 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer /57 
Elk - 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total 15-7 Total 237 

Livestock AUMs 
(After'Improvements) 

Cattle L 
Sheep- 654 

Total 65-4 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, Antelope /ST @5Cc- /fd) 

*Elk a,3 
Total 1~ fi u 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer a-34 
Elk Ld 
Antelope - 

Tot- 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - 
Sheep s-70 

Total 570 

Deer 239 
Elk Z6 
Anlp - 

Total a5 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES I Forage Period and/or 

1 Allocation (of Use 
Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK DLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

1 I I 2. Optimize I . 
Livestock 
Grazing 3 2 3. 157 ~I,,;; - 3.h / I?- 64 /PO 

3. Multiple 
Use Compromise 570 265 

I I I 
4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing 0 haute, 32/r7-te 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 59/ a39 ‘hzo h----- 59/ 237 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT $-w 7cR &vkq 
Ping. Unit 5-e 

/ 
ACREAGES 

ELM /a,267 
State 
Frivate 

635: 
6/47 

Total 14, 64~ 

CONDITION AC. -- 
Good L.607 
Fair -5 660 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
ImDrovi na - 
Static /a, ~7b 
Ceclining - - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

/53p 
D 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 2,777 Sheep 04 

Total d, 777 Total S,O~< 

Watershed-Loss cf AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
In;ittG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

$Sheep ,~;7 . %~~~ Catt1e 
Total 007 I Sheep /Z//-4 30 

/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Us : 
Deer 22z Deer 278' Deer /a/l- $30 7 
Elk - Elk - Elk 
Anlp - Anlp Anlp 
Total ==7 Total && , 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 36/ 

Cattle - Elk - 
<wscc- xa I) 

Sheep /,3JL Total 361 
Total 53 3~ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(;,';;r Improve?;;) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - 
Elk 

Deer 2fP 
- 

Antelope - 
Sheep /,a59 Elk - 

Total 295' 
Totalbs97 Anlp - 

Total ~?k 

I Initial IAlternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Allocation of Use 
1. Optimize LVSK jWDLF 1 

I 
2. Optimize 

Livestock 
Grazing 4307 x7 

;3za edLye 1 I I 
3. Multiple t 

Use 
Compromise 143~7 la271 % ctL+-p 

I I f 
4. No I I 

Livestock 
Grazing 

Action 
(Status-Quo) 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

1 I. 
I 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
.ivzqm 

4rq9 ad 

-+- 
4334 261 

I 

, I 

RATIONALE: 



. .-- 

%:r”%4k&@- 
ACREAGES 

BLM -3,416 
State - 
Private 3,483 

Total q-99 

CONDITION AC\ TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair 1.416 Static 0;: 4/L 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production d70 
Wildlife Reservation 60 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 156 
Sheep - 

;;~;;a 

Total /50 Total ,#7 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 150 Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total /5'0 Total 

Cattle 576 -/o/5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 

Total 

Deer /au 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 1.~0 

Sheep 

Period o,f Use: 
Deer////S- +7,/ 
Elk 
Anlp 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af~;;t~y-oveymw&) Deer, Antel;;; /-3d (y~sc&-/38) 

Sheep - - Total%' 
Total 335 

Wildlife AUMs 
(,4:4;r Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

/ad Deer /A0 
Elk Elk - 
Antelope - Total 935 Anlp - 

Total /a0 Total /a-o 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing /50 /JO * &&~ 

JL--c- /a-L&N& AC?. 

. . 
,2. Optimize kLi%r.aiJ-G a&~ 

Livestock 
Grazing 

/50 F 
J 30 >d oa?,p -y~~$?k%aL +fz~~+ 335 /so 

. 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise lS0 fzc, pL&f!Lyf i5L-.-e~F- 33c /=* 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 270 - * d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

150 ‘do 14w4k*v/ w 15-O /es+9 

RATIONALE: 

1... ,._ 



ALLOTMENT T&,& 
Plng. Unit M S&/er 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3.tig'O 
State 4254 
Private - 

Total ST/SO 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 3,fsYJ 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production /?5 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle /70 Cattle /53 
Sheep - Sheep - ‘ 

Total /70 Total /53 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial 
ALTERNATIVES Forage 

Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 170 25 

2. Ootimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. NO 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 

/70 zi 

* 57 

Action 
(Status-Quo) Iv0 a5 I I I , 

RATIONALE: 

A 
P 
0 

1 r 

1 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle /70 Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Cattle 40 - 3/3, 

Total /70 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use* 
Deer Deer 015 Deer/,/s- 915 -- 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total ~5 

LONG TERM ('LO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;fxt;;provements) Deer, Anteli;; 29 

a37 
(~scc-zs) 

- 
Sheep - Total 2 

Total a37 9 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Antelope - 
Total 76 

Deer 34/ 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 34) 

lternative 
eriod 
f Use 

$?/ - 4 /i / 

a/l - 4/5 c 

&4 -3/3/ c 

*a 

w Aye- 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

WWUL 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK GJDLF 

0 76 

237 2s 

237 L-9 

a 

/70 a5 



. .-. 

ALLOTMENTA &ii b%WdA,A 
Plng. Unit /.Sevter 

ACREAGES 
BLM /2,9P? 
State a,424 
Private 2,937 

Total /8,350 

Current Forage Production 1219 
Wildlife Reservation 306 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 590 Cattle q/8 
Sheep a96 Sheep - 

Total agg Total 418 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs a 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
'Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 

Initial 
Forage 
Allocation 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 5-Y+& Cattle Cattle &- &ho 
Sheep a-9 6 Sheep - /O/I - /o/i=?5 

Total 236 Total Sheep (e J-P-U‘=,&+K) 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer Deer gas 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 393 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
After Improvements) Oeer, Antelope '440 

Cattle A367 Elk - 
Sheep 75 

Total a,,?@ 
Total 440 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer lar3 "Cattle 947 Deer ~283 
Elk 
Antelope - 

*Sheep 

Total ),a?3 
Total 7:~ 

Elk '- 
Anlp - 

Total /a~3 

lternative . Grazing Systems 
eriod and/or 

Long Term 
Forage 

f Use ! Land Treatments 

A-/- &I A-----J w-* 

Allocation 

I I 636 3&3 



. u- 

ALLOTMENT 
Plng. Unit /.t.S&rCr 

ACREAGES 
BLM LO8 
State 
Private 4d 

Total L.+o 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair BUO Static I&m 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 36, _ 
Wildlife Reservation 0. 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
-Cattle 29 Cattle a-9 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total do Total 27 

Watershed-Loss of AU% 0 -- 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

g;;;;eA ~;$t-.-.- Cattle &- 5A0 

Total 27 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
;;;‘--“- 

Anlp - 
Total 7 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After 1mproveme;ts) Deer, Antelope B 

Cattle Elk - - (LAmc-b 
Sheep - Total p 

Total 53 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs 

*Cattle D 
Sheep - 

Total d 

Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer 50 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 50 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WOLF LVSK rlDLF 

Ncn-Livestock 
Grazing 2T"l 3/a-,. 4hJ =---c L7 0 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3/aa+?b 7h+---c 53 f 
I 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 24 7 - 29 /3 

i I 
4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing I9 /3 TW - I 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) JT 7 

WJ d-y ---- 

I 

d 

a9 7. 

RATIONALE: 



%-- 

ALLOTMENT a &?i& 
Ping. Unit ;a/&& 

ACREAGES 
BLM /,4/i 
State - 
Private - 

Total I,+// 

COVDITION AC. 
hod - 
Fair I, 4// 
Poor '- 

TREND AC. 

Current Forage Production 3oc9 
Wildlife Reservation 8 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep / 4 

Total ,z~ 
Sheep 9 

Total $ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
Sheep lag Sheep 

Total /o? Total Sheep d/1 -57% 
J&/l- l/3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period qf Use: 
Deer 

E. "I 
Deeri///s- P,(i5 

Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 9/ 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t;;provements) Deer, AntelF;; 105 

-- 
(oJ5eee/ds) 

*Sheep /so Total /u5 
Total /5& 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 133 Cattle - Deer /33 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Sheep /f5 Elk -. 
Total /I5 Anlp - 

Total 133 Total /33 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation ,of Use Land Treatments Allocat 
1. Optimize LVS.K /WDLF . s&w-- - *.A LVSK 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

/ug 9/ I #A -5/3/ 
1 t/5 

94 -5h, c 
0 

a-&m - c2y-c /-La -cc &&cpe & .+%44-d &+ rtecd H-e, 
9/i - 3/3/ = 456 

lion 
1DLF 

/33 

/q 91 

@? j q/ 1 mvh@-J~ ] kz%vce 

/d5 

/33 

RATIONALE: 



. .- 

. 
ALLOTMENT&rs&t- ~i%.0~~ 
Plng. Unit7jHfe 

ACREAGES 
BLM 1,473 
State -- 
Private 36 

Total a:,07 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod I~G improving - 
Fair 1,913 Static /, 973 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 254 
Wildlife Reservation 2 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle /a 7 Cattle % 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 127 Total 5% 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial 
ALTERNATIVES Forage 

Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 127 137 

2. Outimize 

Use . 
Compromise I I 

/a7 127 

1 I 

5. No I 1 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 127 127 

RATIONALE: 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle /a7 Cattle Cattle 6/1-/o/5 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total /"7 Total, Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use,: 
Deer Deer /J7 Deer,/hs-4hs 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total ~27 

LONG TERM ('LO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antel;;; 137 (wsec-,~~') 

Cattle 225 - 
Sheep - 

Total 
Total 1.27 

a35 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer /?a7 Cattle -?2< nppr l.2 7 , -. , 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Tbtal 
'a 7 

----.- -,-I 
Sheep - iii' 1' 

Total 3~5 Anln - 
‘... I- 

Total 1 a 7 

lternative 
eriod 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Long Term. 
Forage 

it f Use Land Treatments Allo& 
LVSK 

22.5 

ion 
Dir 

‘l7 



ACREAGES 
BLM /, 21s 
State 535 
Private LO3 

Total a. ?l;c? 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 333 Improving -- 
Fair - Static 
Poor 4p9 .A Declining /,a~,$!. J 

Initial Situation 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle Cattle 3//c,-5//s 
Sheep ///I - G./i5 

iota1 Sheep 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer //A 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total /lc;d 

Period of Us : 
Deer& -+A0 
Elk 
Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Current Forage Production 67 Cattle 8'0 - 
Wildlife Reservation 5 Sheep 

Total 5-Q 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
ygLa- Cattle PB Wildlife AUMs 

Sheep - 
Total $p Total k~ 

(After Imprevem;x) 
Deer 
Elk - -. 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 Antelope 
Total 

Deer, Antelope ' 40 
Elk - 

pee- 40) 

Total +O 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer /#d' 
Elk -- 
Anlp - 

Total 144 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 3f 39 

+h - 6h 
Llw-&*a- 

7 
2. Optimize 4h&-G/$5 CnLci--- 

3 

fw.d-z.. 4Q.yGztt 
Livestock tA44.t?e~t+r-tc73. Yd&&lT.&G& i 

Grazing 3 7 20 /O/I - /O/3/ c -lsAA ga 40 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise f0 -4d 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 33 - -3/MI* d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) '9 H-f 20 &LyL x---L FF up 

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT &/v/v,~~ 
Plng. Unit Sdfvpefc 

ACREAGES 
BLM /L%325-- 

State 5:-;-195 
Private 9.75-o 

Total 33,530 

COWITION AC. TREND AC. 

.l?iY%%$ :xing /o, -45-t' 
Poor 5, fO5 Declining 3, g40 

Current Forage Production 2,309 
Wildlife Reservation a 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep o;,/ 34 Sheep 634 

Total 4134 Total L34 
/G (w -5.i) 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After ImproveTnts) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle - Deer 677 c-8. 
2Fo Elk a75 
zs Anlp - 

Total 474 
Watershed-Loss of AUMs a (LC)-11.1) 

w- 6./j rota1 974 

Alternative I 
ALTERNATIVES 1 Foragt ? Period I 

st .ion of Use 

Graz;/[ 

Land Treatments 3 

I 
I' 

t 

1 

i 

4//b - b /I5 7c 

A& OctR Cr?fCutf/p,.& 
P /a&o--& 6-e r2-a-u~ ff p A&??. 

' . 2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

RATIONALE: 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
#Sheep ~a.5 Sheep 

Total /~$5 Total Sheep 

Range Surveysa...: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 45f’ Deer,-/!- /pi) 
Elk 5a Elk -275 Elk+& 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 

Total 4w-Q Total 733 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 62-T ws~~-3 624 

Cattle -. 
Sheep 

*Elk 127 
Total /,dsB 

E 627 
e&Jtid 

Total 2, aw jja5e 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK HDLF 

a,/s7 w I 
c2,/3+ 774 

‘i . 



Initial Situation 

Total 173 iota1 Sheep ACREAGES 
BLM b; /IO 
State 3,342 
Private 465 

Total a, 917 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
G3od 579qaf Improving - 
Fair e2,frFJ Static L/9/0 
Poor - Declining /,a00 

Current Forage Production /,OF-0 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 7od Cattle ~-&5 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 7oa Total 5~5 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs Q 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer aad 
Elk - 
Anlp - 
Total 2~2 

Period of Use: 
Deer/y! -$& 
Elk 
Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (PO-Years) 

Wildlife OverlaD AUMs 
'(After Improvements) Deer, AntelET; ;,u93 

Cattle 555 
(vv~~~ -/o+~J 

Sheep - 
Total 555 

Total 1,043 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs 

Deer 436 
Elk 
Antelope 

Total 4io 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

KY 930 - 
Anlp - 

iota1 +Zd 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
/73 %b 

A---&W 
LVSK rlDLF 

'S-J- 

Grazing 222. !s-!? 430 
2. Optimize 

Livestock 
Grazing /73 Z-ZJ- 555 430 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 555 430 

4. No 
Livestock &&~/4~OLCLA396R"fl~ 

Grazing d 942 %---w D 

5. No 
Action (Status-Quo) 702 daa Pm+ w 702 2J-a 

RATIONALE: 



. u- 

- 
ALLOTMENT tic/i% 
Ping. Unit Jx+vp~tE 

ACREAGES 
BLM 4iw 
State /,25P 
Private 560 

Total 2,3oD 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair 4f 
Poor 5 

Static - 
Declining +g.? 

Current Forage Production 5,Z. 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
~~~pi&- Cattle 40 

Sheep - 
Total 5%\ Total 40 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

Initial 
Forage 

A T- PI 
Alloca 
LVSK 

& 

40 

56 

ion 
)LF 

/4 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 40 Cattle Cattle .&-/o//5 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 4c? Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF U Period of Use: 
Deer 14 Deer 

-5 
Deer 

Elk Elk Elk 
Anlp - Anlp z Anlp 

Total 14 Total 
rq 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Aft;ixt;;proveyr$s) Deer, Anteli;; 14 (,,vscc- o) 

Sheep - 
Total +fo 

Total /4 

Wildlife AUMs 
(i::;r Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

/4 Cattle 40 Deer 
Elk 

0 

Antelope - 
Sheep Elk 0 

Total 14 
Total & Anlp 4 

Total & 

lternative 
eriod 
f Use 

s+ 

-&=--P 

Grazing Systems Long Term 
and/or Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 

&/=I- 
LVSK WOLF 

40 d 

rz?bG&L -cfLc~/;rc-y-,-~ 
59 /4 

RATIONALE 

, 

I 



ACREAGES 
BLM f, 794 
State 475 
Private 2,445 

Total /I, 5/4 

CONDITION AC. 
Gdod 5-m 
Fair 7%~ 
Poor - 

.sL-?Ar/4 770 

Current Forage Production 765 
Wildlife Reservation // 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 1200 Cattle c2c-a 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total /au0 Total e;lG.? 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs b 

Use 
Compromise 3gp 

Action 
(Status-Quo) '3.00 I 

I 

RATIONALE: 

Initial A 
ALTERNATIVES Forage P 

1. Optimize 
Allocat 
LVSK k 

I 

.ion 
IDLF 

3/s 

Initial Situation 
InE;tt;;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

3PS Cattle Cattle 3/, - q/3/ 

Sheep 
Total &$' 

Sheep 
Total ~Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 377 Deer s/a Deer&- 4/b 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp .- Anlp - Anlp 
Total 377 Total d/l 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t;;provements) Deer, Antel;!; 434 

4-a 0 
(,,,=,cc- 434) 

Sheep - 
Total 

Total +,4 
!?a0 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After ImproveT;/ts) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle 5ao Deer 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Sheep - 
a// 

Elk - 
Total 5,3.0 Anlp - 

Total 4/f Total 4// 

lternative I Grazinq Systems I Long Term 
'eriod 
if Use 

an;l/o'r Forage 
Land Treatments Allocation 

pa&&flP 

1 I 
- /3uo a/;L 

-, . 



ACREAGES 
BLM cq9 
State 
Private - 

Total 599 

COhDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 579 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 574 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 9L 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 

Tote 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs P 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

. 3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 

Initial Situation 
In;ittG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep P 

Total & 
Sheep 

Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer /6 Deer o Deer 
Elk - Elk 6 Elk 
Anlp - Anlp Anlp 
Total /6 Total 0" 

LONG TERM (EO-Years) 
Wildlife Overlao ALlMs Livestock AUMs 

(Af;;tet:;provements) Deer, Antel$imrrk- 

Sheep Total* 

- (vdscc- @I 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

‘Deer 18 . Cattle - Deer 
Elk 
Antelope 

Sheep 8 

Total 1-v 
Total 7; 

Elk 5 
Anlp 

Total z 

Initial Alternative 
Forage Period 
Allocation .of Use 
LVSK 'WDLF 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK slDLF 

i 



. *- 

ACREAGES 
BLM 360 
State - 
Private 

Total 4zs 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair 362-L Static - 
Poor - Declining .?d?O 

Current Forage Production 33 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 

Tot+ 
Sheep 65 

Total &5 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap 'Period of Use: 

Cattle -- Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 28 Sheep 

Total ay Total Sheep ;$$ - 2b~ 
- f+o 

Range.Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 

zrz - 
Anlp - 

Total 5- 

Deer ,s 
Elk n 
Anlp 
Total z 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;bt;;provements) Deer, Antelope I, 

Elk 
wscc- 6 

Total ,+ Sheep-- 
Total 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Initial Alternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Allocation of Use 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 4//d - & 
Grazing 2 r 3 /+/o/70 

2. Optimize 
Livestock p/h -k//5 

Grazing AL? 5 /O/I - /o/30 

3. Multiple 
Use 

2k !r- 
4//& - +- 

Compromise /o/I - /o/30 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 47 -2b-4 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) " 

0 pa *&y& 

RATIONALE: 

Deer 4 
Elk D 
Anlp 3 

Total '0 

Grazing Sys terns Long Term 
and/or Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
LVSK slDLF 

rc.* dti?au+& $2 
53 L 

p/mL#?+ ,;c*L - I. 'LA,. r-tv~ r eL?..ce_l 
4 CL&* (~/yo*wedAy) 53 c 

. . 

. , \ 



. -4- 

. 

ALLOTMENT stse/ Ve #h% 
Plng. Unit sA#Dek 

ACREAGES 
BLM /&;o 
State - 
Private 

Total /QO 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair /LO Static 
Poor - Declining /60 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

9 
d 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 2 Cattle Cattle y/b -L/l5 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total a Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 7 Deer I/ DeerlZh- 4?b'O 
Elk 
Anlp 1 

Elk - Elk 
Anlp - Anlp 

Total 7 Total f/ 

Livestock ‘AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 

Cattle 7 
Elk& (wscc- a> 

Sheep - 
Total 

Total 8 

7 
LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 

Cattle L74 Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

SheeD - 
Total ?4 

($~~~e~ (After Improvem~i$s) 

Total 33 ueer Cattle - Deer 
Elk 

17 
- Sheep o Elk, - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d Antelope Total 0 
Tnfal 

Anlp 
."CUI /o Tot- 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

& 7 41f15Zbf P--a-A--- 
/ 

LVSK ADLF 

0 IO 

2. Optimize 
Livestock -f&&5 $gi%25g?zqmd 

Grazing J- 7 /‘P/f - /o/3/ 'p?s - --UJ@+7) If’ 
3. Multiple 

Use 
Compromise a 7 

4/b - 6/h-- 

/O/I -/o/3/ & 
#Al &45ak&L&#& 7 8' 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 7’7-4 - 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 9a 1’ m &- pb;“x- ST /I 

RATIONALE: 



. “-. 

ALLOTMENT ;d &m-Y/L Le 
Plng. Unit N* rer/rer 

ACREAGES 
BLM .T300 

State 750 
Private 640 

Total +,69@ 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair a,7d,o Static 3,327 
Poor 5-40 Declining - 

Current Forage Production /ad 
Wildlife Reservation 7 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 48 Cattle 4/ 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total qf Total 4/ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial Situation 
I it. Grazing Cap.: 
9c 

LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
attle 49 Cattle 

Sheep - Sheep 
Cattle LA- T/W 

Total -qf Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total go 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;~;t~;rmw;~~s) Gem-, Ante1 ;y; 93 (~SCC _ 42) 

Sheep - 
Total 

Total 9~ 
/40 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 40 Cattle ~2 Deer 166 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope - Total 0 Anlp - 

Total /20 Total 166 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK !WDLF 

3/1- 7/l A oc.BGe-ffa 
LVSK .JDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing Bf 6-o d /SO 

2. Optimize &-d&-b. a-* ZL A #LdL 
Livestock 9/d - 5/3/C 

Grazing 44 -go 4/; - 3/3/ = 
/Lt.L&w,Bw, 

/40 92 

3. Multiple 
Use 

4f @ 
4/: - s& c. 

Compromise q/t -3/3/ s /c'- p1 /?tL&+u&w*L 4g i/o 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 @I zwl- = I@ 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo), 49. TJ- ==+c - 4-k k-3, 

RATIONALE: 

. *, . 



. *..- 

ALLOTMENT &I& 
Plng. Unit N.Spk'jer 

ACREAGES 
BLM 4c95/ 
State 490 
Private - 

Total qf?/ 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 4 5/ 
Poor f 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 41051 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production q&5 
Wildlife Reservation a 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 717 Cattle 373 
Sheep 57 44 Sheep 

Total 374 Total 367 
Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: 

*Cattle 317 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle 

*Sheep Sheep 
Cattle/a//- f/b 

5 
Total 373 Total Sheep /$$6 -/&./so 

I - p/29 
Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 

Deer Deer 3/ DeertiLT- 9~45 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 3/ 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvemqts) Deer, AntelF;; 36 

Cattle 36S 
(~J~cc-?G\ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After 1mprovey;ts) 
Deer 
Elk - _. 
Antelope - 

Total d/ 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 7 
Elk _/ 
Anlp - 

Total 3/ 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage IPeriod and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WOLF LVSK dDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 37-y 3/ 44q 3/ 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 376 31 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 374 31 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 /5/ 1 7 - D 

5. No 
Action 374 3 I (Status-Quo) w&"R b-f-4 374 31 

c 

RATIONALE: 



. *- 

ALLOTMENT 
Plng. Unit & Seu/rer 

ACREAGES 
BLM q/Q 
State 40 
Private 

Total G7 

COnlDITION AC. TREND AC. 
G3od - Improving - 
Fair 67.2' Static T/O 
Poor a33 Declining - 

Current Forage Production 70 
Wildlife Reservation /3 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 5 

Total T.$ 
Sheep 

Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs L7 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - 
*Sheep 

Cattle Cattle 

Total 2 
Sheep 

Total Sheep.:,! -// / 30 
-#/30 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer - Deer IP 
Elk Elk - 
Anlp Anlp - 

Total Total /y 

Period of Use: 
Deer////S-P/5 
Elk 
Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer. Antelope '3 / -- 1 --. -I-- Elk -- /mj~rn,3~\ 

Cattle - 
y”-LL -’ , 

Sheep Total J/ 
Total -E- 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 7s 
Elk - 
Anlp 

Total Tr 

Initial Alternative ' Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 52. lY ,$- 5//c- 8% e ei%&A fl.2 

! LVSK rl DLF 

0 4s 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 

(?-adz-&P k&r eye-?-4 

Grazing 52 /f <h-5/5 5s -" 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 52 /f J&/JY 6 - Gyak"- 52 43 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing d 60 - b-$cedL 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 5a 

/f p dLy.L YLa;'-L 52 If 

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: 



ACREAGES 
BLM /,9/f 
State 
Private /Lao 

Total 3t67f 

COflDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair - Static /, 9/ Y 
Poor /,9/Y Declining '- 

Current Forage Production .245 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 46 

Total 46 s hf%i+- 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 4 

Initial Situation 
In;ittG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- 
*Sheep && 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 

Total 4L Total Sheep l/L - //3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period qf Use: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total 

Deer / 88 
Elk - 
Anlp Anlp 

Tot- 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Wildlife Livestqck AUMs Overlap AU& 

(Af~;;t:;provements) Deer;.Antel;;; ..Jz' 
-' 

(tiscc-22q) 
\ 

Sheep /5D 
Total 150, 

Total as? 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer l-99 
Elk -. 
Anlp - 

Tot- 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK bJDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 96 /99 3h - /sa /9P. 

2. Optimize 
Livestock - p4ue.G 
Grazing 150 /99 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise -- - 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D a-45 ,'h/p)te. 2'- b 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) $6 /99bcRM*a, h7c 44 /f? 

RATIONALE: 

n ,, I -., 



ALLOTMENT Los + Cfee k 
Plng. Unit /v'.Ser//c& 

ACREAGES 
?JLM 3, /d-d 
State /. /62- 
Private 5Tf 

Total 3,57/f’ 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair d,/64 Static d/L4 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

159 
33 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 66 Cattle ~6 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 6~ Total bi 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 ~ - . 

Wildlife AUMs 
(J+l;;r 1mprovemen;s) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle 0 Deer 202 

Eke& ShZal 0 
Elk --i?- 

Total 
Anlp 

107 
.3 

Total ~19 
WL-12 &wfrw rSth+ oti Lot&&& r 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation .of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WOLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 58 93 

&‘//S /L-a &w**2-d ,gK ;;; 
i4~~-fa.f~d/pbtfid t+mvqbfl rosf Cveek 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 4c 93 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of U e: 

*Cattle 46 Cattle 7 
Sheep - Sheep 

Cattle 5--/-5/z/ 

Total 66 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 76 Deer////s- 

Elk /a 
f/5 

Elk 
Anlp _ Anlp 
Total Total & 

:::,$;-z; 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 

Cattle 6d Elk --3- 
WS@C - w-u? 

Sheep - 
Total 6~ 

Total 73 

1 I 
3. Multiple 

Use 
Compromise 

Pi f3 $-L& /k---c-L-tulc--- 61; 93 
I I 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 /07 m J---L a 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) & 93 

w &Lcd,, pzd-7LL k;6 93 

RATIONALE: 

@ 

, / 



ALLOTMENT j&QLedv 
Plng. Unit A/. s'evfex 

ACREAGES 
BLM 914 
State - 
Private 

Total G-4 

COVDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 9/4 
Poor - 

Current Forage Production 37 
Wildlife Reservation D 

TREND AC. 
Improving '- 
Static 9/4 
Declining -. 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Shzkr=- 
Sheep 34 

3-4 Tot- 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Deer 
Elk 
Antelope 

Total 

Deer 73 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 73 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK rlDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 34 3 

a/l-,/, A--=- -A;c-fic 
0 43 

2. Optimize &.+.&CL c?k%4Gw 
Livestock 
Grazing 34 3 a/,- 31 

3 /- 
VA. 40 3 

3. Multiple 
Use Compromise 3+’ 3 +3/3/ k--fi~*T- 34 ? 

4. No 
Livestock . 
Grazing 

p5 - w u 

5. No 
Action (Status-Quo) 3 4 3 jz4 @A-y J4-G"c4, 34 3. 

RATIONALE: 

initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 34 Sheep 

Total 39 Total Sheep /aA- la/;L5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period qf Use.: 
Deer Deer 3 Deer////;-J//5 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 3 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Imprdvements) Deer, Antelope 3 

Cattle - Elk - 
Qssc-3) 

Total 3 

. a , ,n s. 10 . 



. 2,. 

. 

ALLOTMENT zsL%c &hLs 
Plng. Unit N,.%wleA- 

ACREAGES 
BLM c?k/ 
State 40 
Private 

Total 

COrJDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 5%--t 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static - 
Declining Fs?I 

Current Forage Production 3c- 
Wildlife Reservation 19 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep A-/ Sheep %\ 

Total &/ Total s 

*Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - 
*Sheep 

Cattle Cattle 
.J/ Sheep 

Total 21 Total Sheep J/J- J/Z-~ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use:, 
Deer Deer 14 Deer////s- 445 
Elk . Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp Anlp 
Total Total /A 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 16 

Cattle - Elk - 
@5&z -16) 

Sheep -4 
Total 4: 

Total 16 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
Deer d/ Cattle - Deer a/ 
Elk Sheep 35 Elk - 
Antelope - Total 35 Anlp - 

Total d/ Total ~1 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1, Optimize LVSK iWOLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 1! 14 

3A-74 /iiL.dQA~ *z 
LVSK ADLF 

3.5 J/ 
2. Optimize c 

Livestock 
-. tw4-y~ @e-+-c 

9b- 3/3/ kPA’+jk 
Grazing 2L/ 4 c/r -c/m /lo 16 

3. Multiple - 
Use 
Compromise J/ /p ‘/I Jo F--aJ-@-A 3f z2-- 

9/ - 3/ i 
J/ a-/ 

4.No 
Livestock 
Grazing b A5 ;z/Lgr*cR 3267a d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) s' 

/4 h cL5LvyG 2s--+-Q- 2.1 4 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT S&N. b&S 
Plng. Unit nl.sev/ers/ 

ACREAGES 
BLM 6, /46 
State 670' 
Private 30 

Total 6, .f&Y# 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gpod - Improving - 
Fair 6,/q& Static <,.,'qL 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 742 
Wildlife Reservation ,%24 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
;aA&e 45/ Cattle 305 

Total ' 
Sheep 

45/ Total 32 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs Q 

Initial Situation 
InE;tt;;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

-451 Cattle Cattle Z/- 6/b 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 4’5/ Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 
Elk Elk 

2;: -' ;;;r,%-2% 
// 

Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total a91 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Anteli;; 2:; ws~~-~ &+f 

Total 33(- E.87_ I 
335 

Cattle' g/o 
Sheep 

Total G-i 0 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

*Deer 

*E!ke~ 
Tot- 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle 
Sheep .d, 

Total 0 

;;;r 575 
/3/ 

Anlp - 
Total 706 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation .of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WOLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 44;/ J29f 

5/-6//5 &A WFj9a- 
LVSK WOLF 

0 ,532 
2. Optimize 

4. No 
Livestock 

c,dL,& ,a& / 9GOae 4 3 ?;ZAdM_k 

Grazing d 47s - 0 

5. No I 
Action 
(Status-Quo) '5' '9' 

2?4 &tyL /z#u 45/ 29/ 

RATIONALE: 



. 
ALLOTMENT 72/s+ 
Plng. Unit *&sew/en 

ACREAGES 
BLM A*,3 0 7 

- State 
Private 

Total 5;707 

CONDITION AC. 
Good 2,630 
Fair 2, L77 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 5,307 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production -757 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle a09 Cattle 207 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total ~09 Total 30 9 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial 
ALTERNATIVES Forage 

1 Alloci 
1. Optimize 1 LVSK 

Non-Livestock 

Use 
Compromise cw 

RATIONALE: 

.ion 
Dir- 

4f 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: 

*Cattle 2~9 
LVSK Overlap Period Of Use: 
Cattle 
Sheep 

Cattle &2c -G//O 
Sheep - 

Total 407 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 48 Deeryh.5 - 4;;:' 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total +8 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t;neiprovements) Deer, Antei;!; 55 (wscc-5,-) 

-y/5 
Sheep - 

Total 315 
Total 55 

Wildlife AUMs 
(;;i;r Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

,a# Cattle 177 Deer /lJ 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope -- 

Tot-+ 
Total 177 An1 p 

Tot-4 

lternative 
eriod 
f Use 

Grazing Systems Long Term 
and/or Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
* LVS- 

&-.h* j 6 rtr&&P-L j 177[ 12-f 

n * , A I 



ALLOTMENT /$?VX& /?&Cti 
Plng. Unit PI&~- 

ACREAGES 
l3LM 6.67Y 
State LOO 
Private 

Total 7/a7d 

COVDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 

5;s 
Improving - 

Fair Static dJ d7f 
Poor I, 6’-d5 Declining a,& 

Current Forage Production 543 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 375 Cattle 775 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 375 Total 375 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle /3/1 -0/3/ 
3/r - 5/41 

Total 375 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer Deer /L-Y 
Elk Elk - 
Anlp Anlp - 

Total 'Total /CT 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle Q8.5 
Sheep - 

Total LfC 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 293 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total d93 

Deer, Antelope H3 
Elk - 

(imc- ,931 

Total /q3 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Cattle 4F5 
Sheep - 

Deer ,293 
Elk - 

Total 4/~ Anlp - 
Total 293 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK ,JDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 375 /"E r/:-5/& P;mlm~aI-ega 4g5 J-93 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 375 i&Y 6S5 193 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 3 7( /(,y d-5h1 k@ -A siG, 37j 43 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing iQ 35b - = d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 37( /LP W&WY m-c- 375/w- 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT z! b%Z- 
Plng. Unit F/b* 

ACREAGES 
BLM Z520 
State /.776 
Private 

Total 4,296 

CONDITIOFI AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod - Improving - 
Fair 7,263 Static 6,530 
Poor - Declining /,8/o 

=c&w9 25-7 

Initial Situation 
In;;ltG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of 

013f Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total ~3d Total Sheep 71;s -?/so 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 

Total 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUHs 
(After Improvements) 

~;~~~e~ 775 
- 

Total 775 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Deer, AnteI;;; ,.19f (,NSCC - aqa) 

Total a9r 
Current Forage Production 497 
Wildlife Reservation 6-y 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle .J3g Cattle ti/ 
Sheep 

Total A;g 
Sheep - 

Total 8/ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Deer 63 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total 453 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer 747 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 747 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WOLF 

Non-Livestock aaa&*a 

Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 

lpr-3 - .d /HAtiMS. 

Grazing 0 5307 -J+nc 
k 
CRW;, h-dd 747@&c cf.4 7ot9ums. (g 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 257 aq %tdL*/ - a57 -25 9 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT aq~‘&?$h' 
Ping. Unit ?;t-fftz 

ACREAGES 
8LM /, P3-9 
State /.357 
Private ' - 

Total z,3g'6 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Guod - Improving - 
Fair 915 Static 1, L69 

fqjy Poor Declining ii0 

Current Forage Production 271 
Wildlife Reservation D 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
it. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle d/F Cattle Cattle dh/-Lho 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total J/&. Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 
Deer Deer c 
Elk Elk -!6- 
Anlp Anlp 
Total Total 6: 

Period of Use: 
Deer,///5 -db 
Elk //,.T-4/f!5 
Anlp$~.,&f; 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlao AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 'Aji/ ,,,,scc- kha 

Cattle 0116 
Sheep - 

Elk- 

Total 316 
Total ~2 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Er-$$- 
A:k4- 7G 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize . 

;;;;:;;estock ,,/G I 
LVSK WDLF LVSK rlDLF 

m 7L 
2. Optimize . u. P+d 47-2 'p-2 

Livestock 
Grazing 

3/c 62, 9/1-4 
P?+y-. /Imi +-+L-z >sGJ.+& 2,L &# 
(+ -r*-rb of+?) 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise J./b / 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D 163 ';h/rvlR, 9----.- 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 1'G 

4-S J-J-P - a& 55 

RATIONALE: 

\E n 



. “- 

ALLOTMENT &&.?tZ- 
Plng. Unit -Z?tiU 

ACREAGES 
‘BLM 3,F?5 
State 723 
Private - 

Total 4/d/Y 

COrJDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving -- 
Fair 3, 895 .Static 3 ~45 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 37d' 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs H 

Initial Situation 
In;iitGiazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- Cattle Cattle 
*Sheep /39 

Totm 
Sheep 

Total Sheep /b5- ~/j-d 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of.Us : 
Deer Deer ~44 Deer,,&--?85 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total a44 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Ante';;; ,,&el 

Cattle - 
&scc-~~) 

Sheep 275 
Total 

Total= 
.?J 75 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After 1mproveT;n) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle ad 
Fl C - 
LIR 

Ante- 
Total ;,4. -7 

Sh;;wa, g$ iii; 1 

Total a44 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 134 r4-j 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 3,5* $-?@4-4- 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise /34 24~ /I 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 37r 7-ih+tA 3+=-c- 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) /3 4 a4' %J &-4" '-- 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK WDLF 

275 244 

u 

13-f 374 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT c&s+ 
Plng. Unit piufe 

ACREAGES 
BLM /5,55Y 
State - 
Private /PO 

Total /5,73 f 

COtiDIiION AC. 
Good -- 
Fair 15: ~5% 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 12, d3g 
Declining 3,930 

Current Forage Production /074 
Wildlife Reservation 3ao 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 772 Cattle 737 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 772 Total 737 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
In;ittG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

772 Cattle Cattle /o/5- f-w/3! 
Sheep - Sheep 4 I N&. - J.,, d t=/= I 

Total 772 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer /I2 Deerl//s-4/5 
Elk Elk /G/ Elk JJlf5-d/l, 

Anlp Anlp /9 
Total Total 342 

Anlp~+ 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 345 

Cattle /,/GS 
wscc 3 23b 

E /b/ 
Sheep 

Total /,k-- 
4 /4 

4/b 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improv~~~) ~ 
Deer Cattl e /,,/t,5 

Total 1, 165 

Initial Alternative Grazing Sys terns Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK ;JDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

77~ 36& s/; _ 5--, #G-d m &+d& +a. 

I 
/J&5 406 

2. Optimize 1 L fyL++G& A+& 8-nL yr./-"~ rd 
Livestock 
Grazing 

771 .3Q2 q,/J;-5.h, gf~~&~~- ““3. /?iL+.L %7Tzq?Xe /,/6 s 40.4 
)*A w) 

3. Mu1 tiple 
Use 
Compromise 

77-J &$~- 9/:-5/h /4--Q ddz-e8G~ FL- 77z.f40($ 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 6% "r&--cc D 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 773- 

-&$ &L-y- &rx.4- 

RATIONALE: -. 



ALLOTMENT a& &%.k 
Ping. Unit p/k 

ACREAGES 
kLM 3xa4.Z 
State - 
Private - 

Total 3,142 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 3242 
Poor - 

Current Forage Production 0306 
Wildlife Reservation 40 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 120 Cattle /a9 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total /a0 Total /uy 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs ,J 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: 

*Cattle 19-u 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 
Cattle Cattle 5/- 7/3/ 

Sheep - Sheep 
Total 12.0 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 86 Deer&-# 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total i?& 

Livestock AUMs 
LON 

Wild 
(Af;;;ti;provements) Deer 

/do 
Sheep - 

Total f2-0 

G 
i 
, 

TERM (20-Years) 
ife Overlap AUMs 
Antelope gL 

Elk - ww- w--L 

Total a~$ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After ImprovemFis) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle’ fao 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Sheep - 
“EyL& 

Total 130 Anlp 
Total s& Total 2; 

I Initial IAlternative I Grazing Systems 1 Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments I Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 1 LVSK ,WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 120 -5waa-& g.&--.- I I /a0 ad 

1 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing I20 Ia0 FL 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 1% 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing l9 146 Sk---- j-T-- 

0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) Ia0 86 ;ll-oA4/ - /ato F6. 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT &b& 
Plng. Unit j=stifp 

ACREAGES 
BLM z 3P3 
State /, 456 
Private 870 

Total 9/ 703 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 3,045 Improving - 
Fair .+fly Static 
Poor -. 

z 3113 
Declining -- 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

466 
//9 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep J/4 Sheep /4/ 

Total a/+ Total w/ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
In;;;t;;azi ng Cap. : LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- 
*Sheep 

Cattle Cattle 
21-4 Sheep 

’ Total a-q Total Sheep /a/j/ - / Jb / 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 452 
Elk Elk 

Anlp c 

lllr&5-#h5 

Anlp Anlp 
Total Total d5> 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 370 (asc~-zqa) 

Cattle - Elk - 
Sheep 750 

Total 
Total a?~ 

750 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Antelope = -' 
Total 55 

.--r 

Totr 

Deer 
Elk 

Initial Alternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Allocation of Use 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing a# 252 /I / I - d? 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 21.4 a5> //A-ah 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise a/4 ass // i-&=5 // 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D BGC 2-2 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) s/4 a53 k-L-4-p 

RATIONALE: 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

,Ask-w,aaA-rla, 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 

J&.?&#~&+r / 364 j 549 
&&&.&+&&.-&S#Bc 4.4 /5dAiJMS* p 

i i 



. “-. 

Initial Situation 

ALLOTMENT ~~&WiiCH &-&k Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Ping. Unit '3/q* + Cattle 13 Cattle Cattle 5//o c S/3/ 
Sheep y 

Total Sheep z//r, - 45 ACREAGES 
BLM mo 
State 
Private vu 

Total 660 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer d0 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 40 TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 598 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 73 
Wildlife Reservation 3 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 13 Cattle 13 

'"zkg- '"zk+- 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t:;provznts) Deer, AntelF;; '4d - wscc-#L 

Sheep 
Total 2; 

Total T.$ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvemen$s) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 4 Cattle /3 Deer 44 
Elk Sheep Elk - 
Antelope 

Total 
Total iz Anlp - 

Total 49 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Foraqe Period and/or Foraqp 

1. Optimize 
1 Allo;' 
I LVSK 

N&-Livestock 
Grazing 3 3 

2. Optimize 
Livestock Grazing 37/ 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 33 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 8 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 33 

RATIONALE: 

Lion .of Use I Land Treatments Al location 

lDLF &-s/s/c 

4 q1,- 3/3/s 

$-5/3l c 
9O 4-3/5/S I+ 

It &hF2- 33 47 
I I 

63 - 



. *L- 

ALLOTMENT j&f&H &vL’od 
Plng. Unit pfti* 

ACREAGES 
BLM /,I40 
State - 
Private - 

Total 1,140 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving -- 
Fair - Static c/,0 
Poor 1, /40 Declining 48n 

Current Forage Production /U/ 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle -) Cattle - 

""2%%- 
Sheep 37 

ic Total 37 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing- 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No- 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 

Total Sheep i/t; - /b5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLFJ? Period f Use.: 
Deer Deer Deer// 15 - 4//5 
Elk Elk / Elk /,/IS- J/E 
An?Q Anlp ' Anlp 
Total Total 7a 

I (20-Years) 
lverlao AUMs 

LONG TERM 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife 0 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope '54 wsc~ 3 62 

Cattle - Elk fd 
Sheep -7 

Total 9: 
Total 7,+ E a/ 

k3 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF ‘Needs: 

Cattle - 

Total 7~ 

[nitial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
-orage Period and/or Forage 
illocation of Use Land Treatments 1 Allo& 
.VSK jWOLF 

d- 5/3/c + a &&&&&.& R-a. 
96 172 ‘i//-3/3f5 

ion 
)iF 

7a 

7.P 

72- 

‘. . 



. ‘I(- 

ALLOTMENT &&?& 
Plng. Unit pj&*Z'McH 

ACREAGES 
BLM /3,5FJ 
State J,59/ 
Private 764 

Total 16,939 

COVDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair /o,Zja Static /4 344 
Poor a 772 Declining a.~40 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation ---s 

LVSK Preferezce: Licensed Use: 
Cattle Cattle - 
Sheep 474 a Sheep /96 

Total de+ Total /96 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 

Total Sheep $//CL -/o//s 
5/f& - l/so 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period f Use: 
Deer Deer 3~9” Deer$&-4//4 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 36Y 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMS 
(Af;;bt:;Qrovements) Deer, AntelF;; 306; (,scc-~~g) 

Sheep t7 
Total 64 

Total 30~ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(;,':;r Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

72= Cattle - Deer 723 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Sheep /I6 Elk - 
Total I/& Anlp - 

Total 73-a Total 7~4~ 

Initial Alternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

.* 

2. Optimize I 

at 
-7 

Use 
Compromise 148 

4 

Action 
(Status-Quo) 4vd 

Zion of Use 
IDLF 

JJf 94-5/3/ 

-&f. 9/- 5/3/ 

2dti e$ - 5h 

RATIONALE: 

Grazing Systems Long Term 
and/or Forage 

Land Treatments Allocat 
/; LVSK 

;ion 
m 

7aa 

3Of 

$4 4 



ALLOTMENT +i!ti~&x .$&q 
Plng. Unit p,~* w 

. ACREAGES 
BLM a,?73 
State d3-J 
Private - 

Total 3% 567 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gpod c Improving - 
Fair 02 553 Static 2, f73 
Poor 720 Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

344 
0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle kc7 Cattle my 

' Sheep - Sheep 
Total /67 Total b/y 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
In;;ttG;azi ng Cap. : LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

167 Cattle Cattle id// - ,O?/IZ5 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 1~7 Total Sheep 7. ._ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 1'7 7 

Elk - 
Deerghs-/// 

Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp Anlp 
Total Total /;7 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;tet:Fprovements) Deer, Antelq; 777 ylIscc 255 

2L.60 
Sheep - 

Total &a 
Total .,;I 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

'Deer ' /77-’ Cattle 260 
Elk Sheep - 

f)T;r (77 
- 

Antelope Total a,..-~ Anlp - 
Total 37 Total /77 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

,& -/2/j) &-u t$idzhueti* ‘;2, 
LVSK d DLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 167 /77 ido 177 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

/6-? 177 /o// -/2/3' 
~~..&=u+4~uoac~4~~~~~.5. ~266. /77 

3. Mu1 tiple 
Use 
Compromise 

/d) ,77 /O/$/t/3/ p- cJ 4m?L+<**- 337 /77 
4. 

4. No 
Livestock CtLk ~~~~(CC~40AUIMS. 
Grazing i9 3&o zw-- 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) /by /77 Lk, A- k /6? /77 . 

RATIONALE: 



ACREAGES 
-8LM 9, /JT 
State 3,346 
Private 505 

Total /ST, qgo 

COYDITION AC. 
Gaod /,//a 
Fair zag9 
Poor - 
.% a$ Iv9 727 

Total 350 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 333 Deer////S- fh5 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp : Anlp 

Total Total 333 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t:;provements) Deer, Anteli;; 383 

370 PJSCC -363 

Sheep - 
Total 

Total 3;3 
370 

Current Forage Production 623 
Wildlife Reservation 425 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 350 Cattle 350 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 350 Total 350 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 46B Cattle atit, Deer -+'dti 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope 

Total &p 
Total JOO Anlp - 

Total 4L8 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
Forage 
Allocation 

1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK tfDLF 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing j50 333 2% 46cf’ 

2. Optimize 
Livestock Grazing 350 353 ,,/, - 345, 

3. Multiple 

Use o Compromise &.J&&x~~~c; 
350 393 

4. No 
Livestock 

/&r-vItc ul&-T/IL.Mj. 

Grazing 0 5w- 
A?+ 

0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 950 335 h-c &/ ytp-zct, 

I 

3sa 333 
I I 1 I I I 

.- J , 

RATIONAI 



ACREAGES 
BLM z 24i 
State Q99 
Private 3609 

Total If, 749 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod - Improving - 

, Fair Z a#/ Static c&56/ 
Poor - Declining L&2 

Current Forage Production 442 
Wildlife Reservation -43\ 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle /3Q 
Sheep '- 

Total /3f 

Cattle - 
Sheep 62 

Total 4; 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 4 

Initial Situation 

*Cattle 
Init. Grazing C;p.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

/3 Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Cattle 10) -3/3/ 

Tot- Total Sheep 

Est. WDLF Use 
;;;r 304 

- 
Anlp y 

Total 3& 

Period of Us : 
Deer/&-#/5 
Elk 
Anlp 

\ 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUM 
(Af;;bt:;provemm;s) Deer, Anteli;; 3 

Sheep - - 
Total 82-O 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 02 3 " Cattle 820 Deer 304 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope - 

Tot-4 
Tot= Anlp - 

Tot- 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
WDLF 

h----Q- 

LVSK ADLF . 

3&f 
r Jr> 

rao 304 

1. Optimize LVSK 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing /3f 

2:Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing /3d 

3. 
Use 
Compromise /3f 

RATIONALE: 



. .?I- 

ALLOTMENT 
Plng. Unit 

COlVDITION AC. 
Good /: $35 
Fair a, /!5 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 9,450 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 4/o 
Wildlife Reservation //7 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 350 Cattle /Da 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 350 Total /oa 

-*Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
In;-iitG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

345 Cattle Cattle r// - 7/s 
Sheep 

Total 3&7 
Sheep 

Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer S5 
Elk Elk - 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total ~~ 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 

Cattle '32-S 

Wildlife Ov;;:ap AU&is 

w see-N 

Sheep 
Total 355 

Total ~5 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs 

-Deer /so Cattle 0 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Sheep - 
Total 0 

Total /5LJ 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 752 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 75~. 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing '0 0-O 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 3z< 85 z-to* Bei-fL. 325 cys 

3. Multiple * * hJu#5 A&&c p+-+l97Q we 
Use 

325’ 6 wd-y- T---L 
1. * * 

Compromise 32: 85 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D 153 w-4 hf7-L d 

5 No 
* Action 

(Status-Quo) 350 g5 wckc--*$ L"'ruc 350 cF.cf 

RATIONALE: 



. “.-a. 

ALLOTMENT z+& 
Plng. Unit F&* 

ACREAGES 
BLM /,C?2 
State 
Private - 

Total 1,672 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static /, 672 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 74 
Wildlife Reservation 5 7 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use 
Cattle d-0 
Sheep - 

Total d-0 

Cattle 7 
Sheep 

Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 

Initial 
Forage 
Allocation 

34 

Use 
Compromise b 134 

Action 
(Status-Quo) I I 

A9 34 
/ I 

RATIONALE: 

lternative Grazing Systems 
eriod and/or 
f Use Land Treatments 

CA-745 &----;ta- 

5/: - 3,.45- 

&#?e, 

?f.4&+ h%wJ?~~ dc, 34 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: 

Sheep 
Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total 

Period of Us : 
Deer,,h5-qj5 
Elk 
Anlp 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AlJMs \ - _ a 

ts) Ueer, AnteI;;; 3"f met 
- 

Sheep - 
Total du 

Total 34 

.-%@--c 

Wildlife AUMs . LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(i::;r Improveme$) 

Cattle 0 Deer /I r 
Elk Sheep - Elk - 
Antelope - Total 0 Anlp - 

Total 3~ Total I/ / 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK c]DLF 

d 3:y 

JcJ 34 



ALLOTMENT 7Zv MLe 
Plng. Unit p;u* 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3,919 
State -bm 
Private f 434 

Total 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 3,646 
Poor - 

See&v5 273 
Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - 

.Sheep 149 
Total 137 

Cattle - 
Sheep G 

Total ~33 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle -- Cattle 
-%Sheep 14si Sheep 

Total /49 Total 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use 

Cattle 

Sheep ,L/: --,,k</ 

Period of Use: 
Deer - 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total 

Deer 151 
Elk - 

Deer//Ls- d/5 
Elk 

Anlp - Anlp 
Total 151 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;ti;provements) Deer, Anteli;; fllscc- /7{ l'iL4 

- 
Sheep /70 -. Total 

: 

Total /70 /?-4' 

klildlife AUMs 
(After Improvy;?) 

LVSK Qverlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle - 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Tot- 

Sh;;Fal ;-; HE;;+ 

Total a&$ 

Initial Alternative 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Allocation of Use 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF w~ -3.2 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing ,P?9 /5f ,I// - alk- 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 147 /5/ 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 8 3&O * 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Land Treatments 

(4+.u*MRca- 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT b LE 
Plng. Uniw 

ACREAGES 
BL# 
State 

m+f 

fiivate 
/,9/O 

627-D 
Total 9,684 

COXDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good &.,z-bq Improving - 
Fair - Static 5Y P/4 
Poor - Declining /,a8U 

J’ecdrNJ9 da5 
Current Forage Production 742 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

.LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle <@ Cattle 476 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 590 Total 476 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

*Cattle J76 Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep y 

Cattle 5/t -Z/3/ 

Total 27L Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer/;//, 4130 
Elk 
Anlp 

Deer 466 
Elk - 
Anlp 

Total z6 

Deer jr4 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total /rq 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;wt:;provements) Deer, Antelope 3~6 (tiscc- 596) 

770 Elk - 
Sheep - 

Total 
Total 356 

770 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 356 Cattle 770 Deer 356 
Elk Sheep - - Elk 
Antelope -. Total 770 Anlp 

Total 356 Total G-6 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF, LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock A-% 4L+G?ae,;g2- 
Grazing 770 356 I I I r 

2. Optimize 
‘ 

Livestock 
Grazing I 

-27L /ga 
I 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 640 356 

I ! 
4. No 

Livestock . p/&.& &.,.JAIL)cp /r 220 PC. ~z44hJff 

Grazing 0 5.a na-7tc BY- @O&c 4 /70AL/CcjS. L 

c 
5. No : 

Action 
(Status-Quo) 578 4 Y!A&/ h- 570 /fig-.-, 

RATIONALE: 

Akd L1 d -,I.-/ n.- ,F.-?\9 ” . . r, n - *’ . . . I 



ALLOTMENT Mi F,~lcl & l& Ping. uni* 
ACREAGES 

BLM /,564 
State 2. 
Private SB 

Total /,4;1= 

Current Forage Production 92 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle a.// Cattle 3/O 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total a// Total 310 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs // (#-I/,/) 

Initial Situation 
In;;itt;;azing Cap.:, LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

3a Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 32. Total Sheep 

Ranae Survev Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer " 35' Deer 0 Deer 
Elk a5 Elk 0 Elk -~ 
Anlp - 

"%d- 
Anlp 

Total 60 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, 

Cattle /30 
Sheep - 

Total / ?a 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

‘Deer 0 ' Cattle Deer 0 
Elk 4 
Antelope 

Sheep 
0 Total 

Total 0 
40 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK !SJDLF LVSK LlDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing a/ GO 

m(&d&y/L d--+~TL- //9 67 
2. Optimize 

Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 

4/b = c/x- 

Compromise 
;. $4~ k &&.c?%r-A -tc 2-‘k 6 

Y 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D 92 7Le-c - 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) &?'I ' * WY, 

0 

a// b 

RATIONALE: 



&;;;it /$Lu$+f//d 
ACREAGES 

BLM 76-j 
State /90 
Private 5 

Total 757 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod d Improving - 
Fair - Static - 
Poor - Declining 764 

SeddIJ 5‘9 f 
Current Forage Production 13.3 
Wildlife Reservation D 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 82 Cattle FJ. 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 8% Total $2 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

*Cattle 77 Cattle 3;&/-7,$& 
Sheep - 

Total 77 Sheep 

Est. WDLF UT Period of Use: 
Deer 
Elk -+?- 

,,>/I - .4:30 
%r,,,~-&, 

Anlp - Anlp 
Total 1357 

LONG TERM I [20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Ovf. :rlap AUMs 
($i;Ft:;provemenJs) Deer, Antelope '25 -- 

95 
Sheep 

Elk 36 
Total 61 

Total k- 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proi. WDIF Nm-l~: 

Deer 15 Cattle ci$/ Deer /d 
Elk zuf 
Antelope -1 

Sheep - Elk J4 

Total ( 
Total 95 Anlp - 

5/ Total /38 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
i. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

& -4 JI-iv 
LVSK ADLF 

Non-Livestock * 
Grazing 77 42.f--+d-7 6 61 

2. Optimize /mjLcfLyk%Q4. 
Livestock 
Grazing 80 53 J5jk - 430 95 61 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

ho 53 /& - b/$0 /$ c2* 4+5&zGLa#k~A>- 
SO 67 

4. No 
Livestock I 

Grazing d I33 7Gw-L - u 

5. No 
. . Action 

(Status-Quo) " '39 ' 
'A eL-Y.~,e ;z-P7LL BJ 138 

2# @.+/-+A” 

41a----wr+?-m 

A- 61. 
n. I. “., . I. .>_* - d :?iZ& 



f4 74h&d / 
Ping. Unit SAHflefe 

ACREAGES 
ELM /,3/a 
State - 
Private 362 

Total lb80 

COWDITION Ac. TREND AC. 
Good 323 Improving - 
Fair - Static - 
Poor - Declining l.?/f 

JC@d/N9 99s 
Current Forage Production a.03 
Wildlife Reservation 13 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 72. 
Sheep - 

Total 72 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Period of Use: 

Cattle 5& / c 7 /o 

Total /3t Sheep 

Est. WOLF Use Period of Use.: 
Deer d&f Deer/~~--+'&~ 
Elk 30 Elk m 
Anlp - Anlp 

Total a3F’ 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvemmnts) Deer, Antelope ~4 

Cattle / Elk 
Sheep - 

49 
;AJscc -7emA, 

Total 110 
Total 93 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvey;ts) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle /id Deer =JOg' 
Elk 3 
Antelope -! 

Sheep - Elk 
Total 

30 

Totv 
/lO Anlp 

Total ~sd 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK IWDLF LVSK d3LF 

Non-Livestock'* 
Grazing 110 I 87 ,f&J-p- //d 7f 

2. Optimize v 
Livestock 
Grazing /IQ 

‘74 iq+ (/& ~jsz&z+*2~- ,,. ~3 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise $t!l q2 s/&0 %ff 72 % 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D a3 7w-K -QL 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 72 3" ,b &!!'ft$ akhk~ 

71 43d 

RATIONALE: 



. I.- 

. . 
.:. I 

ALLOTMENT ,$wi /id 
Plng. UnitSflNpe& 

ACREAGES 
BLM J/D 96 
State r'o 
Private - 

Total 53//76 

COQDITION AC. 
Good 47Y 
Fair .q&? 
Poor' - 

Seedmq 4 d 75 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static - 
Declining 3,096 

Current Forage Production 313 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 2.4a Cattle 2.66 
Sheep 

706+%- 
Sheep - 

Total 266 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs p 

Initial Situation 
LVSK Overlap Period of U e: 
Cattle Cattle 5 / - cp/35 f 
Sheep 

Total Sheep 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer ,305 Deer J/-&..o 
Elk 51 Elk -0 
Anlp - Anlp 

Total 356 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;f;t:;provements) Deer, Antelope /76 pl.sCCQ f76 

190 Elk 96 iii 96 
Sheep - Total= ', a7a. 

Total 190 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Total -236 Total 356 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF 

Non-Livestock * 
/32 154 I 7w k 

AC,- . ?e2 
LVSK rlDLF 

Grazing /% a!2 

2. Optimize 
Livestock / 

uL.+/mp~ &SW .t..a-Lcc Jp lquA4s. 

Grazing 
.J32 /97 5&-6./b $~+~y+-+=++ /90 2% 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

/32//97~5+& & &Q&M-@-- /& 356 
4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing 8 3.40 7z-lK-L (p!&&"J& ~f?oLu &4 2fAMfs . d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

272 3% j&l &A-+ h--M- a-92 356 

RATIONALE: 

)A -*/QG5-&&. 



ALLOTMENTJ7-r;;$ &?&l/$9(. 
Plng. Unit nl. sevjet- 

ACREAGES 
$LM 1,334 
State 
Private Z 

Total 2,337 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
'Gcod /,455- Improving - 
Fair Y-q4 Static - 
Poor -- Declining 2337 

Current Forage Production 337 
Wildlife Reservation 5 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 91 

Total 9~ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs Q 

Initial Situation 
In;;ttT-azing Cap .: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 9 

Total 92 
Sheep 

Total Sheep 4/G - c/Lo 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use; 
Deer Deer 145 Deer ,///5-":/5 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 145 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t~nyvements ) Deer, Ante1 ;y; /z/ (wp+~- 191) 

Total /y/ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(iQ;;r Improvye;ts) 

Elk 
Antelope - 

Total I45 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 145 
Elk - 
Anlp -. 

Total ~45 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
42 145 -q/CL- 5ho 

#b.#&aa~+c+ 

Grazing 

2. Optimize cL-z.J&‘, ccc&U 
Livestock 
Grazing f2 145 JA - 3/!3/5 /55 /45 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise Ya 

4. No ii? 
Livestock 
Grazing d a/7 p--Q- 7- D 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 4a 

/45 22 BLy t&+-L 93 /45 

RATIONALE: 

rLL” \ r*- .F.. .A.,,f*- /8/T // t A4/:,.d.-& .,/Arnr.!.rrr. 0 ,,,Yti 7z?9 1 



ACREAGES 
BLM 6, /oo 
State 640 
Private /LO 

Total &YOD 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair a, Jf3 
Poor 2.9f7 

&ed/Pq 900 

TREND AC. 
Improving / 
Static - 
Declining 6,180 

Current Forage Production 325 
Wildlife Reservation 92 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
'-Cattle - Cattle - 

Sheep 
Tote 

Sheep q 
Total s/' 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.:, LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle -- Cattle Cattle 
Sheep /76 Sheep 

Total 17~ Total Sheep f/5- 6/z5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period qf Use.: 
Deer $04 
Elk - 
Anlp -- 

Total 207 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wiidlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;tet;;provements) Deer, Anteli;; ‘~z0 (wscc- a-+0) 

Total Jfo 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 46 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Tot- 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - 
Sheep a/ 

Total a./ Anlp - 
Total .#,$, 

Initial Alternatiye Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock ,/-+a /.j$+&,,&&&&&&Q 

Grazing 176 207 O/f - /o/z< 

2. Optimize 
5h - b/510 

3 

&&fc. l 
Livestock c 
Grazing /76 JOT /O/l -/O/i5 = 

3. Multiple 
Use qc- c/c% 

/76 2'7 
/g&& &.+ cz4zzz%a~P 

Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 1) 

Long Term 
Forage 
Allocation 
LVSK WDLF 

JJ f46 I 
I 



ACREAGES 
BLM 3c,Yd6 
State 431 
Private - 

Total d,V3? 

COYDITION AC. 
Gcod - 
Fair c;g& 
Poor - 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 3,75-/ 
Declining ~,/55 

Current Forage Production 4/9 . - Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
-Cattle 166 Cattle d/5 
Sheep 52 Sheep - 

Total -Z/J' Total a/5 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle H/o- L//O 

Total 21 f 

Cattle 
Sheep 

Total Sheep /I/I -a//S. 

Period of Use: -.-. 
_ 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 

Total 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer d-01 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total JO/ 

Deeri//;5-d;3 
Elk 
Anlp 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;ixt;;provemene;) Deer, Antel;;; 231 (@CC- qz~) 

"":%$$- 
Total 2'31 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvy;?) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WOLF Needs: 

Deer Cattle 0 Deer 446 
Elk Sheep 
Antelope - 

Tdtal 
Tote 

Elk - 
Anlp - 

37g Total 446 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK 41OLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing aId do/ // 0 378 

2. Optimize c--;-o. 
Livestock d 

Grazing 
a/y 301 ,/// -o+f 373 a3j 

3. Mu1 tiple 
Use L-m 
Compromise ' HP 3/y PD-- 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing f9 245 w Lt/Lvrf-c- b 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) d/p ao' * AY * 2/P 2,0/ 

RATIONALE: 

, \ . . \ 



Plng. Unit 
s7h cm.vti 

p/4.4+ 

ACREAGES 
BLM 2.323 
State -. 
Private - 

Total 213-23 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static /,7a3 
Declining LOO 

Current Forage Production 260. 
Wildlife Reservation 8 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - 
Sheep z; 

Cattle 72 
Sheep ~3 

Total .I~L, Total 95 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 8 

Initial S. ituation 
Init. Grazina Cap.: LVSK Ovt erlap Period of Use: , 

*Cattle -i;l ' Cattle Cattle /I//G -l//5 
*Sheep f4 Sheep 

Total/5& Total Sheep /c// -/O/‘O 
6/t -s/j9 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer /& Deer////$--4,;s 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 104 

Livestdck AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;ixt;;proveme;$) Deer, AntelF;; /04 (wscc-m) 

Sheep F4- 
Total 

Total /of 
/S6 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
'Deer ' /oq 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total 107 

Deer L.54 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total /oq 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems ' Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocat 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF ////‘ - ///5e' LVSK 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing /5L 

ion 
DLF 

14 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 

l///6- /b5C - 

Grazing /5. 14 /o/j -/o/b5 

3. Multiple 
Use 

- 

Compromise /fL 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D am h-7~ - 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) '% 

/04 w dy!/. - 

e-6 

/56 

D 

/56 1 
RATIONALE: 



. “w. 

ACREAGES 
BLM 1,964 
State 
Private 580 

Total s/994 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good Improving 
Fair J, /6/ Static /, 325 

Poor /. 153 Declining 1,037 

Current Forage Production 157 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep /a3 Sheep 72 

Total /a3 Total 7a 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs @ 

Initial Situation 
In;;;t;;azi ng Cap. : LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep J23 Sheep 

Total 133 Total Sheep /a/l - 3L.5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 34 Deer*////j- 41'5 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 34 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;bt;;provements) Deer, Antel;!; 39 

- 
@JSCC- pq) 

Sheep 465 
Total 465 

Total $ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

‘Deer ' 42. ' Cattle - 
El k. 

Deer 42 

Ante‘lope - 
Sheep 46 

Total q6Z~ 
Elk c 

Total 4sz 
Anlp - 

Tot- 

ALTERNATIVES 
Initial 
Forage 

Grazing Systems 
and/or 

Long Term 
Foraae 

Allocation of Use I Land Treatments Allo& 
1. Optimize LVSK jWDLF LVSK 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing /a3 32 

,a& - +a --Y 462 
2. Optimize 

Livestock ,aL 3,/.4 ’ 
//w--AL /GyLd&.. 

Grazing 
/a3 34 465 

3. Multiple 
Use />3 34 J+/h bGce &*@=%- /a3 Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 I57 m m I b 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) /a3 3.4 ;GM@4+*y ~--w-=-c /a3 

:ion 
m 

42 

4t 

I 
f 

39 

4fz 

34 

RATIONALE : 



. CI- 

ALLOTMENT Y Sad 
Plng. Unit auf+ 

ACREAGES 
-BLM /A447 
State /*2.?r0 
Private 640 

Total 13,367 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
G3od - Improving - 
Fair g&T-/ Static /o,BJ7 
Poor d, 7~0 Declining 2,520 

Current Forage Production 741 
Wildlife Reservation 565 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 3F6 Cattle 295 
Sheep - Sheep - 

Total 396 Total .3~5 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs I9 

- 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Optimize 
Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4,s No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

- 
RJTIONALE: 

Initial P 
Forage T F 
Allocat 
LVSK k 

:ion 
IDLF 

355 3bG 

wh 

3bL 

D 

3% 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 3&L Cattle Cattle 3/1 - 5,& 
Sheep -. Sheep 

Total 38-6 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 

Est. WDLF Use Period of Use/: 
;;ar 355 Deerl///5-4!3 

Elk Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 355 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (2 

Wildlife Over 
IO-Years) 
'lap AUMs 

(Af;;ieti;provements) Deer, AntelF;; 4OC 
,,aF0 

@JOE -40 

Sheep - 
Total /,>oo 

Total 4op' 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj.'WDLF Needs: 

Deer 355 Cattle 1,aso Deer 
Elk 

355 

Antelope 1 
Sheep - Elk -* 

Total 
Total /,zs=o Anlp - 

355 Total asS 

hlternative I Grazing Systems I Long Term 
'eriod I and/o+ 1 Foraae 
If Use Land Treatments f Allo&tion 

LVSK JDLF 

pm 35s 

.._ A ‘1 - L.. 



. 

. 

W4.I Recunrcndations 
. Initiate the following actions by 1902: 

AllOtWIltS 

Initial 
AllotmJlt Reoarmnded zxisting Grazing PERTGil OF USE TTTraw2.m 

statu Livestock Pref.(AUYs) Cap.(Ru?!s) Fran To Grazing Lmi 

AxharrUe NQchange Cattle 138C 89 5-l/10-15c 5-16/10-1x: Improvedistributicnofuse.Cbinardseed 
shsep 277s 5-l/6-30s 5-16/G-305 2E0 a= at 93 XXs 

Spray 745 ac at 
248 AS's 

~&se Ridge No Change Sheep 105 46 6-l/6-30 No Change None chain ark3 Ezx?ed 
400 ac at133 
hlxz 

lme Cedar Ccnsolidate Sheep 1310 920 12-l/6-30 No Change Initiate 3 pisture s{strm chahardand 
Refer to W-5.1. with alternate use during 1240 22 at 248 

critical perisd (J-1/6-30). bLT,'% 

Ccnsolidate Sh=!P 396 451 10-l/3-31 12-l/6-30 Initiate 3 pasture system G-.sin and seed 
Refer to RI-5.1. with alternate useduring 300 ac at 60 AIB 

criticaL period (4-l/6-30) 

>Jo Change Sheep 588 742 9-l/9-30 No change None 
4-l/6-30 

Chai.? ard xed 
fC:O ac at 208 
AC.'%. Bum arxl 
Sc+:d 220 ac at 
44 AIs'S 

West Side Ccnsolfdate Sheep 839 405 10-l/3-15 12-l/6-30 Initiate 3 pasture ~qstan the 
Refer to M-5.1. with alternate use during 

critical psrirxl (4-l/6-30). 

Aurcra No Change Cattle . 49c 689 5-16/6-1X No Change ~rrprmre distribution cf use. Chain ard SC?& 
Sheep 640s 3-16/S-255 440 ac at 44 hi2f.s 

PlcW alxl seed 
250ac at 25 AD'S 

@mnrk No change SheeP 2898 1847 lo-16/6-6 No Change Inplesnt existing Rvp.tit- 
emate useduringcritical 

. period (!i-15/7-15). 

Fishlake 

71374 y7-g 
Consolidate Sheep /I34-- 339- 10-10/H-25 lo-lO/ll-30 Alternate use during criti- 
Refer to W-5.1. .' 6-l/7-15 6-1/G-30 cal pericd (5-E/7-151. 

chin a-d tieed 
460 ac at 92 hL..s 
spray and se-d 
360 ac at 12 Mb 

Cc-trol P-J and . . 
sage on 1400 ac 
at 140 ALXs 

No Change Sheep 931 931 11-l/11-30 U-1/5-31 Initiate 2 pasture system aminaIdseed. 
2-10/6-15 alternate use during criti- 1760 ac at 352 

cal period (4-l/6-15). AD’S 

Consolidate SJ-=P 1017 1017 g-6/2-20 9-l/3-31 Isp1enrr.t existing hYP with main and seed 
Refer to RI-5.1. 6-l/6-20 6-l/6-30 3 pasture rest-rotation 4CS ac at 50 

systm ixxs 

c&ar Grove No Change Cattle 
SheeP 

1909 lo-6/l-15C No Change Initiate 3 pasture systa. Ccntml burn 500 
5-26/6-30s Alternate use during criti- ac at 62 XV' 

“. ., ,, . . . . . 



ALLOTMENT ,&/-f~#&&- 
Plng. Unit j/l&n&c 

ACREAGES 
Iii3 3,-?30 
State 6*,%52 
Private 3,469 

Total ra,75. / 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair 4 708 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 3,430 
Declining - 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
-Cattle /3$ Cattle 
Sheep 277 Sheep 

Total 415 Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs /) 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 42. *Cattle 20 Cattle 3-h -/d//5 
Sheep Sheep 47 

Total Total G7 Sheep 5A-&/30 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer aog Deer -2206 Deer/ah-d/%' 
Elk - Elk ae Elk />L~-J/~: 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total 209 Total ,234 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(&f;;;ti;provements?Oeer, Antelope J~C @JTCC- 240) 

/55 Elk 
Sheep 3/6. *6-J 

/7 
Total &73 

Total 47/ ~ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer SOL Cattle /33 Deer 2~3 2 
Elk 078 Sheep 3b 
Antelope - 

Elk ;;?e 
Anlp - 

Total 234 
Total +.$s 

Tot-x 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Landrireatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF </)& - 31; % & * aLtic-,tr;tc~c~2 LVSK JDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing (57 234 5/A - ~Lb.5 4q9 a34 

2. Optimize LL.atc+ ' t&&c 
Livestock 

5h6--/O//jC z* u 2". LJ d~Oa&& 93Aclrn , ,dpy 745= 

Grazing u9 309 5//&-L/30-s- e24enL/fit5. wT2&a+p-w-;Ad. 47/ a23 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

k9 2ol y-p (4!% 6LqadGi~ &q 23; 
5 /C-G 905 

4., No & L-r.d&ug 3 PO a-a 84 c?3r7dflS* 

Livestock 
Grazing a 3of %-% 

** ,&&&%434PP~MJ. 
d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

45 23-f p?-wA-y/ m- q/s 234 
- 

RATIONALE: 



. *- 

. 
ALLOTMENT ffo/SE J CJE a 
Ping. Unit ,+//ufl&b-/ 

ACREAGES 
BLM /, 66F 
State r/a 
Private /. j/5 

Total 3,595 

CONDITION AC. 
Good 646 
Fair 8.55 
Poor 

w;ssje lb7 
Current Forage Production /SO 
Wildlife Reservation 0 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep /Q5 Sheep /D 

Total 105 Total 12 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
In;iitG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep )Q(n *Sheep 

Tota? 4(0 Total z Sheep 6//-6/30 

Range Survey Ca 
Deer 
Elk 

fj* ' E$~DLF,.kh?~ '$Fyd" F/i/ 

Anlp 
Totie 

Anlp - Anlp 
Total /J-& 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Ov erlap AUMs _ 
(AfE;;t:;provements) Deer, AntelF!; '97 

\ 

- 
[w5&-97) 

- . . . 
Total 97 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer /PL 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total /ad 

Deer 126 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total ,a~ 

- 
Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 

ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 
Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 

1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF LVSK' rlDLF 
Non-Livestock, 

/e&e b+5zz.e*2, 

Grazing .D /a /dZ /26 

2. Optimize 
Livestock. 46 41 VA+?? 

&LA dL-4 .%Q 6x4 /33/rL//f/s 

Grazing 
/qg 97 

3. Multiple , 
Use 

* 46 41 
a* &?,&zwLm #-z 

Compromise 
/62 /z6 

44, No 
Livestock 

0 ial w--- 
&b-Q rca L.&Q-t&+& 

Grazing 
d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) lo5 4 h&-y b-fw7-c 

/05 4/ 

YTIONALE: 

, , 3 -3 



“- 

ALLOTMENT &'A& &A& 
Plng. Unit s&p+&& 

I 

ACREAGES _ 
BLM /3,25a. 
State /, 749 
Private .3. / 83 

Total /+wf 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
&od 9, 763 Improving - 
Fair 3,5/9 Static /3,JFJ 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

/,,J, 7v 
CJ 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep /.3/D 

Total /,3/d 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs # 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 

Total 
92~ *Sheep 915 
9ao Total q/5 Sheen /A/- /,,a 

6 il/ - L-//30 
Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 

Deer 358 
Elk - 

;;ar 343 Deer&-Q,TQ 
Elk 

Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total 35g Total 363 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antel;y; -p/2 (wscc-41'2) 

Cattle - 
Sheep 1,451 Total +,a 

Total /,45/ 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 701 Cattle - Deer 
Elk 

m/ 
- Elk 

Antelope 
Sheep 1,162 

- Total Total 70/ 5 /L.Z Anlp 1 
Total 70/ 

Initial /Alternative 1 Grazing Systems / Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

1 Allocation of Use 
Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Ontimize I LVSK IWDLF /. . 

-,cltr Lazzea& *CL LVSK GLF 
,- I 

I I I I 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 

I 

Grazing / 9+0 1354 J-ah- +o I+!?$@!?~ 
I I I - - .._-_ _- 

3. Multiple I I I I A 
Use 
Compromise (qdo /95+&/?0 l,G- Js4 ~~ Ll"ra p/n3 

, I I 

4, No 
Livestock 
Grazing - 0 /,27s/ - - d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) h "' 

I /,3/o 363 

RATIONALE: 



ACREAGES 
BLM 2823 
State /7/ 
Private - 

Total a, 994 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 2,323 improving 
Fair - Static J/k23 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production 505 
Wildlife Reservation d 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 451 *Sheep -#zf 

Total +5/ Total 42f Sheep /c//-T/&/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 54 Deer 77 Deer,dh-J/w 
Elk - Elk - Elk 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 

Total 54 Total 77 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;$;provements) Deer, Ante';;; 62 <~~cc-62> 

C' 
Sheep 4// Total 6L 

Total 5// 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements1 
‘Deer ' /#4 . Cattle - Deer 149 
Elk Sheep 424 Elk _ 
Antelope - Total 4~q Anlp - 

Total 147 Total l-47 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WOLF 

Non-Livestock &-a*&& *A. 
LVSK IDLF 

Grazing 42Y 77 -/;5// - cz5yGw +a4 /qc/ 

2., Optimize /i&#&&& - s&GLzL& By+=-.+* 
Livestock 
Grazing 

45 / + d - 6h“ s'* QL~~of.~~~~$%$ 5,'/ 6,7/ 
& h9aZ~: - 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise &Y 77 /a/!- l+!L + - -&a 4G-d F5 

4. No 
Livestock ,C&.UL d b-4 ~OO~ZC r;l dOad&. 

Grazing 0 505 7iw-nA 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 34G 77 Itd&q4 "= 396 77 

RATIONALE: RATIONALE: 



. -- 

ALLOTMENT -%&Z & 
Plng. Uniw 

ACREAGES 
BLM /St 2&g 
State dd3.42m 
Private L./A5 

Total 4/,r67 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good /a, .PSO 
Fair 

Improving - 
1,403 Static /56&J 

Poor Declining - 
Sk&&&# so7 

Curt-&t Forage Production 4449 
Wildlife Reservation d 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 58$ Sheep 5 

Total 55~ Total 5:: 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

*csah::;e 74.2. 
Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 724 

Total 74,x Total 7~4 Sheepq//-9b 
4/I - l/30 

Range Surve,y Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
*Deer 707 Deer 623 Deer,d/:-4/gI 

Elk - Elk /a7 Elk /~.i/-;ljac7 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 
Total 707 Total 750 

LONG TERM (PO-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope &'3 

Cattle - 
;l,vs@~ i 0 -6 7.5. 

%heep 
Elk ,a7 ~ 

444 Total 75d 
E /39 

Total 99-4 .-ET- 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 623 
Elk /a7 
Anlp -- 

Total 750 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK 'WDLF LVSK rlDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 7$4 75-o h&e& 

l,/9GmAwm&*a 
944 75u 

2. Optimize &&& A-.-/& /,&d PC .6-k dGg#U.& 

. Livestock 
Grazing 

7+f1 7a$ ati &,Lop /%-c *.-.J.u-d 4A9A.c 44wfl~~~~ yqd 750 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 794 p-j h-J c8L-y 6 bfd &no,*i-I/‘Z, q7& 750 

4. No 
Livestock /Ab---+- 
Grazing 0 l,4go 7-22 9 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

4F8 75d "pv &!t&+ef4 x-o7~ 5ek 7.53 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT /f&-f z& 
Ping. UnitaN&?c I 

ACREAGES 
BLM 3,506 
State L40 
Private 

Total 4, /4L3 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. _.- 
Gpod 2,5ob Improving - 
Fair - Static .%506 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production so/ 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep g39 Sheep 7.3 

Total fW Total 73s 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 905 Sheep 

Total 485 Total Sheep l///-#/5 

Ranae Survev Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer w q& Deer a4 
Elk Elk - 
Anlp - Anlp - Anlp 

Total 76 Total ~4 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (PO-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;bati;provements) 

Sheep 48 
Total & 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
‘Deer /L3’ 
Elk - 
Antelope - 

Total /G3 

Deer, Antelope -//0 
Elk - @J 5 cc - l/o) 

Total /lo 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - Deer /63 
#Sheep 47 

Total 4:~ 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 163 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

/.dL..ow*z 
LVSK JJDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 405 74 ,&L &L?~ 427 163 

, 

2. Optimize &d-;e;t.& - g&.a+-zc&&dr(;ce &?4&. 

Livestock 
Grazing 

45 y4 ,a/: -. +ho gfqg.~ A-7 k=+--fq &.. //& 

3. Multiple 
Use Compromise 465 s4 /A 4&l A& 

-F s 
4.82 NO 

4. No 

Livestock 
Grazing D trio/ 7a-mf-c 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 93q f-f  2wAyy )+--Q- 639 BT! 

RATIONALE: 



. I‘- 

&F;TM;/n& .ArblA 
. - IV. Setiter 

ACREAGES 
BLM 0, 3: 4 
State d, a9a 
Private 

Total 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. __.-- --.. 
Gcod 9, /oh Improving 10, 356 
Fair /,a50 Static - 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production .I5 
Wildlife Reservation /7& 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle 3 Cattle 

Sheep 44 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
In;I;tt;;azing+yp.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 5/~--/5 
Sheep L-Q0 Sheep 

Total "q? Total Sheep 3//G-5/35 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use,: 
Deer Deer A26 Deer,/hT- -f$s 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total d2~ 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 

* Cattle 
(After Improve;!;ts) Deer, Antelope J.-&O 

Elk - 
($~cc-~~o) 

Sheep 707 
Total 

Total 260 
760 

Wildlife AUMs LVSK Overlap AUMs 'Proj. WDLF Needs: 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 5-22 Cattle Deer 5-22 
Elk 
Antelope Z 

%heep 4:: Elk - 
Total 4 98 Anlp - 

Total 5.-.. Total 512 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize i 5- LVSK rlDLF 

Non-Livestock w "F&. #z-o ‘5Lfd,-A&f& *"a 

Grazing L F4 a>G y[i &,x/J~- 
( ..- 4qf 52% 

2. Optimize 
. . 

I 
Livestock L.fz$z~qge7hL/).# .zEiz.Ga -sf 
Grazing L=,Py JX ?@'Aq/ u~~~~Lcc~~~L/,H<, &,,.a/,+.& 760 360 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise ! 

75f 242 

4. No dl= C4GN aAd5+-&~ y+f&3 G?.G St ~/J;/AU~C ‘k 
Livestock 

P 876 - 
P/O-, aad +ce.r/ 25oaL, 4tV 15 A//M j, 

Grazing 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

6 q ax &t &fLw-y- iwe-&-. bS7 a=4 

RATIONALE: 



. “..- 

ALLOTMENT zibVm4&k 
Ping. Unit /\/..<eti/e/" 

ACREAGES 
BLM /iToG 
State 3,TDS 
Private fi+o 

Total aL/, 602 

COQDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good /L, ,so Improving - 
Fair 4 506 Static /g45-L 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production /, 970 
Wildlife Reservation 4 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AU!% D 

Initial Situation 
In;;ttG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep f,f#7 Sheep 

Total 4247 Total Sheep /O//G - b/$ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer /;I3 Deer,,hs- dJ< 
Elk Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 123 

Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle - 
Sheep a, qao 

Total a, 9.00 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, Ante,;;; 14l (N-XC- f4J) 

Total ,4/ 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
‘Deer ' 490 ' 
Elk 
Antelooe - 

T&al cp'gi3 

Cattle - 
*Sheep 2,561 

Total &,SC 1 

Deer 4Yd 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total 4~ 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

l/&(#b?a~~a . 
LVSK rlDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 4 947 'a 3 /& (')/&,4&G@ -2,561 4@ 

2. Optimize &iLf&d,LG- &);l/? dcL?& ,lLL 
Livestock 
Grazing I$947 123 ph &~~ G!22+- 

Lr;z+c~~~!~-L s/55 - 7115. 
460 e.c& 9aAL//t15. APY 2,900 141 

rvs. amu'. $-+/d, h!ik+ 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

/;&v 03 lfvJd-+-~ A--- LO -2+-- ;1,0,/ /4/ 

4.No cRcc-;+d +&&acr*l4rA~Ms. 
Livestock 
Grazing u 4970 w /+y, JLPacd 71-. J 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) cw5y 123 Y+.d&ti'4p -'- 2,f5G /23 

- 

cx&%.,...,,~ ,.z>.A.A;/.2; ///A, /I ‘I \ B, .,/.‘ II. . . . .-cc. r ‘K ‘4 



ALLOTMENT %/iLAkt?- 
Ping. Unit /t/, Seu/er 

ACREAGES 
BLM 33,,7 63 
State 4 7LQ 
Private /4/o 

Total 15,933 

CONDITION AC. 
Good 
Fair /x:/a3 
Poor 3,6-?0 

,sed/rq 1, /40 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static 22,a(63 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production (i&w 
Wildlife Reservation /9? 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 
Sheep 737 Sheep b43 

Total 737 Total c44 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle Cattle 
Sheep Sheep 

Total Total ,0/o -///as 
Sheep I .A// - 7//5 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total Total ati-4 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs \ 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle - 
Sheep 4cmo 

Total J,~oD 

Wildlife AUMs 

4 
After Improvements) 
Deer 753 

*Elk /3c 
#Antelope b5 

Total 456 

Deer, Antelope '25~ 
Elk z ( 

(,&C&-g zG:-' ' 

Total 327 A 32 
-=w-3--7 , 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle - Deer 753 
Sheep- Elk 4 

Total +/a-+ Anlp '6; 
Total 95-Q 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
/D/b - .+;, $2 

& 

)?fbmc-&-.zL1 
LVSK dDL7 

Grazing 737 6/: - ;/2 0 ,/a4 956 

2. Optimize 
/ 

.,l=J 
&+,& 4&&L AA---+ crs.L*ica p-4-- 

Livestock 737 34 
/o/b -/I 30 45 - 7/f 5. Cc?*-2*d Y-Swp/Qc=/,*~ 

Grazing L/I - b/3 0 
,Q4&~a.J /4&,qLwfS /.5mw& J?.fpAh. al8@ 3.27 

C?CU%.L4.- 
3. Multiple 

Use joho- 490 6 & &.az& VyL 
)37 .a@ ‘/I-6/30 Compromise , . 

a77 1q5-6 

4,, No 
Livestock 

&&&I& ?-&a.+&~ b-e. /4oucc 

Grazing D 776 - ck /#UAL/be. 0 
5. No 

Action 73 4 ar4 &o &l‘~~ -tiP--x~ 734 x4 
(Status-Quo) 

- 
RATIONALE: 



ACREAGES 
BLM /9,7L6 
State -- 2. F/d 
!! . rivate C.&/O 

Total =v, 190 

COlVDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good /3,259 &roving - 
Fair 6,507 Static 19, 74~ 
Poor - Declining '--- 

Current Forage Production I,++.& 
Wildlife Reservation 740 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle J/6 Cattle - 
Sheep 715 

Total 73/ Sh%is%- 
Y I9 ~~.l-bl.d 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs ~~(Lu-;J) 

Initial Situation 
mrazing Cap.: 

-- 
LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle - Cattle 
Sheep 

Cattle-j//d- 6/w 

Total Sheep ///I -5/3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period qf Use: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 
Total 

Deer 35s 
Elk /3d 
Anlp 

Total .&'z 

; 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife ClverlaD &iMs Livestock AUML - . _ _ 
(After Improvements) Deer, Ante' 

Cattle - 
Sheep I, 5&O 

Total 1, 500 

Wildlife AUMs 

34 
After Improvements) 

'LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer 
*Elk 

1,503 Cattle - Deer 4 563 

,#Antefope 
130 Sheep-?&Z Elk /30 

Total /,6% 
Total 421, Anlp 

Total 1,‘;: 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or 

Land Treatments 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 73/ IV4 

4. No 
Livestock P- 

'4p 
"r- 

cfLk4,Qmg ~76Oacv/35L~U~S. 

Grazing 0 1,370 0 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) f3/ 45 It* &b--y k-MwL. 93 1 iis5 

RATIONALE: 



ALLOTMENT L&w 
Plng. Unit A/. &w/e/ 

ACREAGES 
BLM =24,i202. 

State a,003 
Private -- 3,7/f 

Total JF, 919 

COtiDITION AC. 
Good z7ra 
Fair /3,5"i3 
Pcor - 

SecdhuY 4527 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static a4,ao2 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production /,406 
Wildlife Reservation 67L. 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

Initial Situation 
In;;ttG;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

- Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 1,~/7 Sheep 

Total 1,017 Total Sheep q/d -3/3/ -r I G/f -4/&J 
Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period ?f Use; 

Deer 
Elk 

Deer 3s9 ;;;r////$-4i:S 
Elk - 

Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 3tiy 

Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle - 
Sheep 1,350 

Total /,356 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, Antelope 447 

Elk - 
Total 447 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
.Deer /,70;7- 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total /,702 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer /,70d 
Elk - 
Anlp - 

Total /, 702. 

I Initial /Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
IPeriod and/or Forage 

Allocation 
ALTERNATIVES Forage 

Allocation 'of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing .I 1 I I 

2. Optimize - 
Livestock 

9/: 
3/3/ Grazing /,0/7 327 6/l - L/30 /,a&? 447 

3. Multiple 
Use Compromise 8g3 476 

4. No 
Livestock /,4OL J&n& 

& &J/CUR 40&2&# 5OAiJHk. 

Grazing 9 3 

5. No I I I 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 

. . r . . . /, .I. 



ALLOTMENT c&x GnM~ 
Plng. unit p,Kfe 

ACREAGES 
mi 23,,fO 
State j-340 
Private - 

Total "4, rao 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Gcod a90 Improving - 
Fair 23, m7u Static 23,4PO 
Poor /?Q Declining - 

Current Forage Production a,/~4 
Wildlife Reservation a 

Watershed-Loss of AU& D 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 459 Cattle Cattle 5%-&o 
Sheep 4530 Sheep 

Total /,989 Total Sheepg::: ifs$ 
.,... . . 

Est. WDLF Use 
Deer 27 
Elk /I4 
Anlp 37 

Total /y# 

LONG TERM (ZO-Years) 
Livestock AUbls 
(After Improvements) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
*Cattle 2,303 Deer, Antelope 77 Elk 

/30 
(ti.=cc-~ 33 

Sheep .~,.5 7 
.E /30 

Total y,q:o 
Total 207 A 44 

aG7 

wrelop "-L-'--e Pi, 
To tal 463 

: 

Initial Aiternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

~ JChTL ph*Y CL9 //&?iL&'+J- _ 
LVSK 

r 
DLF 

!?7&.5 
-+w~ 4&"- 

I 
2. Optimize &U -.i!Ax &G,.>~., ti~.Lr-+& /u-d. 

Livestock 
l,W9 If0 T- 

Grazing 
-744 LA-y& gsj~/~~~&+~;~ &q,qm 27 

3., Multiple 
Use Js?. 

/9t7 #id -pM i2A-y / Compromise , J 

"U bd ($L&!Lt&&t--c -$* ~~5/ 463 

4.. No 
Livestock I 
Grazing D /,w 3+-+-c 

&.&&L 5UU~~&.zPU~~ L, 1 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

4 987 I@ ho 5b-- "r kA3-x.L /,%e If? 

RATIONALE: 

,& L &.dZ k.&7pMM.5 



. ZL- 

ALLOTMENT &k S&,&J 
Ping. Unit au'*' 

ACREAGES 
BLM L, 375 
State - 
Private - 

Total 4,375 

CONDITION AC. 
Good - 
Fair ~$055 
Poor f, yao- 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static L, 375 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 547 
Wildlife Reservation &U 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle - Cattle - 

"s%z&-$- sh;:k+- 

Matershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Initial Situation 
InEi&G;azing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle 
Sheep 314 Sheep 

Total 319 Total Sheep ,O// -fO 3/ / 
6/i -6/3# 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer / 
Elk Elk 2 
Anlp Anlp - 

Total Total aaT 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t;;provements) Deer, Anteli;; 

Sheep 7YcY Total 
Total 79f 

Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Deer a&d 
Elk 4 
Anlp 3 

Total ~4.~. 

- 
Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 

ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 
Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 

1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 
Non-Livestock J/9 aJf /t/b J,yp ,A&4 p;cr&;r&~~~z--z- 

LVSK ,WDLF 

Grazing 7% a4J- 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3.. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

I 

44, No 
Livestock 
Grazing b a4 - 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) s/9 2af 3u. &-iLy,L PLe7f-L 3/‘7 C-J 

KA I 1UNHLt : 

- -& fsh+4.+ /d?& /,:.d .zde7f &a%esc. qL, _* , .-, , , 



ACREAGES 
BLM /3,7/3 
State a. 000 
Private 3,9// 

Total /e 6.2~’ 

TREND AC. 
Improving - 
Static /3,7/3 
Declining - 

Current Forage Production 974 
Wildlife Reservation - /y 

Licensed Use: 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs & 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

;;;;;h5%& y;e- Cattle ,a/: -5,/s/ 

Total 70.2 Total Sheep S/L - 3/3/ 

Range Survey Cap.: 
Deer 

Est. WDLF UsJs Period of Use: 

KY- 
/ Deer!il/5-/ys 

Elk 
Anlp Anlp 'T 

Elk /l//5- 4/-c 
Anlpbtii/-++q 

Total Total 271. d L/ 

Livestock AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
# Cattle /dOg 

Sheep 792 
Total ~a00 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
Deer, Antelope d/r 

Elk 95 
Total ~~13 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer sax 
Elk 95 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Grazing Systems 1 Long Term Alternative 
ALTERNATIVES and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 

2. Optimize - 
Livestock r/;-- s/3/ c p+-* hie>y~cL*~ 

Grazing 703 27J q/, - 3,/3/ 5 
&!.5QnL/)*II, 3* p--y/ 3e 

-A& I a-. 
ai .J/s 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 7&a &7c9- #y/t- 3/w 5 5x2- 74 

4. No &crrpRLpR iq-ue &iJ 25v4u**s 
Livestock 
Grazing 0 f74 Tb-L LLl.& 5-u0&42&4 4&9tJ~s. D 

-ii-. No 
Action (Status-Quo) 703 27s jfw CAti~fC /&w-L 703 272 

RATIONALE: 

G-&&+&&h p&z @C/.‘--4ai-- 5% 

&&+cku,p$~Il:I)uer ,4fwtg,-: 

u A/id4 .,+., ,. . . . ._. . 7: fit, :7% L,J?Li4..f !I,, .” * .I / J/r..*, .P I ..i, , .- 1 . * ‘. . 



. .s-- 

ACREAGES 
ix3 /a, 7.55 
State f, 600 
PZvate 47y 

Total 14,?3,3 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair 1~~75 Static /o,a35 
Poor - Declining a.528 

Current Forage Production 973 
Wildlife Reservation 42 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattle ai?/ Cattle J7V 
Sheep 42 

Total 702 
Sheep 30/ 

Total 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs d 

Init. Grazing Cap‘.: 
Initial Situation 

LVSK Overlap Period of Use: _ 
Catt.le a .Z/ Cattle Cattle /1//-3j/u 
Sheep 425 Sheep S//6 - L/30 

Total 706 Total Sheep //‘6 - 3/3; 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer /7/P Deerl///s-4b5 
Elk Elk 84 Elk /j//s- q//s 
Anlp Anlp Anlp ti~&~ 

Total Total 26; /; 

LONG TERM (20-Years) 
Livestock AUMs Wildlife Overlap AUMs 

Sheep /,44 
Total J~~O$ 

Deer, Antelope '2.~3 ayuce 3 216 
Elk 84 E g4 

Total 307 4 7 
307 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer 5-0s 
Elk 8-4 
Antelope 7 

Total 596 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle . 960 Deer qo~ 

Total 59~ 
- 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems Long Term 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or Forage 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF LVSK ADLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 7o(P a7 a, /I/ 596 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 706 267 

$)/) _ 5 j3 t c ee-44.G - +-+++fi;yoyk+-J 

* Grazing 9/l - 3131 s if+ 
w/L ‘tp-3. c/-M- 
300ALI/HJ. 5-m.p.9 p-+ 3mbA#xe+cw& a+00 3b7 

aa++++aw . 
3. Multiple 

Use 
Compromise 1 TOG, A-27 

q/ c + c &etda.N.e f-a. 
cI/ /- s/3/ s DA.24 6ro cc. 44 40nuw5. 

4. No f24&&Ld4 lg8P e.uJ 2fO49MIS 
Livestock 

D 973 2c*7Le 
D& c&.-d u #..# /oma-. 

Grazing d 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 706 2457 k4 l?JL.~ w+---- 706 267 



. 

ALLOTMENT w&&tiflN 
Plng. Unit jw.Seu/eR 

ACREAGES 
-BLM -5 
State LL 
Private s!/ 

Total GPa 

CONDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good - Improving - 
Fair /05 Static 595 
Poor 990 Declining - 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

/7 
/+f 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
CattlebwwhM Cattlew7//&J 
Sheep r/ _ Sheep I' 

Total I( Total 11 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 0 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle 14 Cattle Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total 14 Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer Deer 3 Deer 1 s-4/s 
Elk Elk - Elk& 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 

Total Total 3 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(Af;;;t:;provemeF) Deer, Anteli!; 3 

cz 
wgcc -h 

Sheep - 
Total 32~~ 

Total 3 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

LVSK Overlap AUMs 

Deer 
Elk 
Antelope - 

Total 9 

4 Cattle 10 
- Sheep - 
- Total /D 

Proj. WOLF Needs: 

$2 
c 

Anlp 
Total 

Initial Alternative ' Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period 

Long Term 
and/or 

Allocation of Use 
Forage 

Land Treatments Allocation 
1. Optimize LVSK GJDLF 

+6,/b ' 
LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 
Grazing 14 3 /@/( - /+sr- 7?? /@ Q 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 

14 3 
&- 6/b & 

Grazing JO/c / -/0 t( 
,o?J- 3 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 14 3 

39 - $30 

q/- /O/z( 
/2-&e-&k* . /o 9 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing D /d ;3tr"/-y -0 

4 

3 - w 
+$ 

"2+-j- 3 

RATIONALE: 

~"~rtq-wL,n. &kzM-LA &s&&.&&A--z 

/L+tA&&. a-,~' /LQJo4 4L.&Y~~&.Llri. ..&? 4cLt.$a &-L/k 

c49K~cr;lC. 

- . 4 - -me . .._ . -_. 

- 

lsLi& &?A A..7 n,52/)* 4 P . /. I _ I ./ 6 

. 

. . 



ALLOTMENT &wWv-. h/c/lfAkk* 
Plng. Unit F/uf-E 

ACREAGES 
]3LM 780 
State 
Private - 

Total 7PO 

COMIITION AC. TREND AC. 
G3od - Improving - 
Fair 290 Static 
IPoor 

7P 
Declining -* 

Current Forage Production 
Wildlife Reservation 

I$?# 
3z 

LVSK Preference: Licensed Use: 
Cattlefl~&&~ 
Sheep /f 

Cattle- 
Sheep /f 

Total N Total I/ 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs 4 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazinzgp.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use: 

Cattle Cattle Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total J-;v Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WOLF Use Period of Use: 
Deer 
Elk 
Anlp 

Total 

Deer 17~ 
Elk - 
Anlp - 
Total /72- 

Anlp 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) Deer, Antelope 

Cattle 27 El k-s= HJscc - /98 

Sheep - Total /72- 
Total a7 

Wildlife AUMs 
.- 

(After Improvements) 
LVSK Overlap AlJMs Prni WnlF NO&C- 

. . -“. ..YL. Il...L”4. 

Deer ,7i Cattle 27 
Elk 

Deer /7 d- 
Sheep - Elk - 

Antelope - Total 
Total a7 Anlp - 

17s Total ~7a 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Foraae Period 

Long Term 

Allocation of Use 
and/or Forage 

Land Treatments Allocat 
1. Optimize .LVSK WDLF 

,-A - 3 h 1 A!&%&.# ,;. /.A 
LVSK 

Non-Livestock 

:ion 
RiiT 

/=- Grazing 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing 

3. Multiple 
Use 
Compromise 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing 

5. No 
Action 
(Status-Quo) 

RATIONALE: 

io-- l/72! >.“/’ -. ---.e-.%L 

2% (72 /O/ - /I 33 I I ’ I p/&-&y& 37 

I I 

s 

0 163 -. k-t-m&. * +7 O??d I I 17% 7h-a 

4 

. . ) 

- we_ .._.---. 

f7=- 

4 

. . 

.__ c I I . 



ALLOTMENT z A,&!.. 
Plng. Unit p/bj-e 

ACREAGES 
BLM 02.200 
State 
Private - __ 

-Total a, am 

COYDITION AC. TREND AC. 
Good 60 Improving - 
Fair 2,140 Static a,200 
Poor - Declining - 

Current Forage Production ?h% 
Wildlife Reservation //o 

LVSK Preference: 
;;;;;‘LuiA/huPd 

/I 
Total 1' 

Watershed-Loss of AUMs D 

Licensed Use: 
cattl egdA /,$&d 
Sheep 

Total ;: 

Initial Situation 
Init. Grazing Cap.: LVSK Overlap Period of Use:, 

Cattle //O Cattle Cattle 
Sheep - Sheep 

Total ,rO Total Sheep 

Range Survey Cap.: Est. WDLF Use Period of Us : 
$1 Deer 17d Deer////S-4/5 

Elk - Elk 
Anlp Anlp - Anlp 
Total Total 27~ 

Livestock AUMs 
LONG TERM (20-Years) 

Wildlife Overlap AUMs 
(After Improvements) 

Cattle /9a 
Sheep - 

Total /91 

Wildlife AUMs 
(After Improvements) 
Deer a7L 
Elk 
Antelope 7 

Total 27f 

Deer, Antelope 'a76 ,+sec - 317 
Elk - 

Total a7& 

LVSK Overlap AUMs Proj. WDLF Needs: 

Cattle 42 
Sheep - 

;;;r a76 

Total /9$3- Anlp - 
Total J%$ 

Initial Alternative Grazing Systems 
ALTERNATIVES Forage Period and/or. 

Allocation of Use Land Treatments 
1. Optimize LVSK WDLF 

Non-Livestock 5-i 
/a 

Grazing //O a-7$ ,i5--7/1 

2. Optimize 
Livestock 
Grazing /IO d-36 I--/5- 7/u / J4, d7L 

3. Multiple 
Use - 
Compromise /to J7.L $c- 7/3/ 147 376 

4. No 
Livestock 
Grazing . D ayf - ?Q-w. Q 

5. No 
Action 

(It 
% 

% 

%&/ o'x YJw-=-L 
6 

(Status-Quo) "y& 27L 

RATIONALE: 

- . 
4 

- -ee .._ . ._ _. . . 

@ui* Likernd -pwJ~CI4. d-&q@ -+-ii p&//o/ ..4&&&& //o. 

a 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Water Resources 
Objective Number 

Water Resource Program Activity Statement 

The watershed program activity includes vegetative manipulation, water development 
and control structures, and restricting uses which may be detrimental to watershed 
values. These are directed toward stabilization of soil resources, maintenance of 
of soil productivity, protection and improvement of water quality and quantity, 
and reduction of flood and sediment damage. 

Erosion prcblms that were identified in the planning Area Analysis (Item 13) are 
targets of watershed abjectives and reconmen dations that follow. Although some of the 
erosion prcblems are geologic in origin , it is felt that grazing and off road 
vehicles are causing accelerated erosion and should be restricted in critical erosion 
area. 

Strearrbank instability and deterioration of riparian habitats, reportedly due to 
overgrazing (Item 14, PAA) requires further water quality and bank stability 
studies before any recomnendations can be made in reference to grazing levels along 
Otter Creek and Lost Creek in particulars Carrying capacities should be adjusted 
to accmcdate for the proper use levels of the riparian habitat. 

Item 15, PAA, states that water quality in the lower Sevier is poor and while it is 
a fact that there is a serious degradation of water quality between the Sevier 
River belm Piute Dam and the Sevier River near Lynndyl it is also a fact that the 
prime cause of this degradation is from the heavy irrigation use and the high amount 
of chemical constituents that enter the Sevier River with the return flaw. The 
main contaminant from public lands is sediment and sediment reduction is an dsject- 
ive of the watershed program. The Sexier River Basin report on Erosion and Sediment- 
ation, ~ppdix V, identifies approximately 26% of the sediment yield to the Sevier 
River as originating on public lhdS, 69% on forest lands, and 5% on private lands. 
A ;reduction of sedimant yield from public lands can be significant in reducing the 
sedimentation to Sevier Bridge Reservoir. 

jlruc!ions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIiE INTERIOR 

Name IMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
RUREAUOF'LANDMANAGEMENT .:.. 

MANACEM’EkT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTlVlT+ OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Watershed - Glenwocd 
Objective Number 

Trl 1 

Objective: 

Reduce the SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present 
SSF 

Proposed Anticipated Change in 
Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF frcm 
in SSF with if no treatment Proposed 
W.S. treatment treatment or reduction to 

specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

East Sigurd 119 73 68 75 .7 
Twist Canyon 46 71 65 76 11 
East Black Knoll 1310 63 60 68 a 
Shadscale Hill 314 69 64 72 a 
Mill Canyon 652 62 56 66 10 

'educe average annual sediment yield.from public lands in the Glenwcod watershed frm 
SO.2 acre-feet to 44.0 acre-feet within the next 25 years. 

Rationale: 

Step 3 URA identified 12% of the Glenwood Watershed Area in the severe or critical 
erosion condition classes. Although some of the erosion is geologic in origin it 
may be accelerated frcm improper use or management practices. 

SSF's in the above subwatershed areas would go to the anticipated values shmn in 25 
years using the assumptions that ORV use of the area would increase substantially, 
mining of gypsum were allawed, and accelerating rates of head cutting of gulleys 
occured. A significant portion of 76 Shadscale Hill and Greasewood flat subwater- 
shed areas havebeenidentifiedas inanapparentdeclining rangetrendandinpoor 
range condition possibly due to over utilization of forage and the resulting poor 
vegetative cover. 

~l&l flows and sediment damage from Mill Canyon and other drainages cause an average 
annual flood damage of approximately $14,500 principally to the cmmnities of 
Glenwood and Annabella. An additional $3,000~$5,000 damage occurs topubliclands 
as soil loss and sedimntation damage. 

BI&.l klanual 1603.12E (3c) identifies Rureau long term objectives as reducing and 
con~olling sediment damage both on and off public lands. Acccmplishmnt of abject- 
ive will significantly reduce flood and sediment damage and improve surface water 
quality. 

! Irrulr~t.?ions 0)) averse) Form 1600-20 (April 197% 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w1 1 Step 3 

Reoxnendation W-l.1 Rationale 

Restrict use of Arapien Shale Hills 
areas by excluding grazing, ORV use, 
or any other use which may cause 
surface disturbance. See enclosed 
sections of Quadsheets for specific 
areas. Erosion Hills directly behind 
Glenwood Dump includes'300 acres and 
is characterized primarily by an 08 
barren waste type in the Severe 
erosion condition class. This area 
is currently rarely utilized except 
for occasional ORV use which should 
be excluded. 

Raw Hills is in a critical erosion 
condition class and has considerably 
mOre vegetative cover in the drainages. 
Possibly some ORV use along edges of 
nills which should be excluded. 
Contains approximately 625 acres and 
was also type 08 'barren waste for the 
most part. Both areas are in the 
Gypsurm allotment. 

Restricting use is the only viable 
alternative to reduce erosion in 
these severe and critical erosion 
condition class areas. Restricting 
use is one possible method of 
protectingproposed threatened and 

endangered plants that are found in 
the Arapien Shale, especially Tcwnsendia 
aprica which has only one known 
population left east of Sigurd near 
Gypsummining operations. 

An on-site investigation of the areas 
identified as in severe and critical 
erosion condition classes in Phase I 
Watershed data revealed only these 
areas described in the reccmncndation 
as actually being in these condition 
class ratings. Several transects 
were runwhich indicated annxh lower 
SSF than was previously reported. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Analysis of the vegetal cover and rangeland conditionnf the watershed can be 
found in the Mountain Valley EIS. 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

~lll.~~:r/,r.lif,,7.5 r,,, WL’CKFP! 
- 

Fom 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF 1'1113 INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANtlMANAGEMENT 

E;n v;I,,py 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step I w 1 , step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

1. Continue to graze allotments with 
arapien shales in them as usual. 

2. Continue to allow present uses by 
ORV and mineral exploration, with 
proper stipulations. 

3. Do not allow activities which cause 
large areas of disturbance through 
blading or earth work. 

4‘. Monitor ORV use and where it con- 
tributes to excessive erosion close 
the areas affected. 

5. Include surface protection stip- 
ulations on all authorizations for this. 
area. 

Support Needs 

1. Grazingusemnitoring 
2. Cmplianceimpections 
3, Monitor ORV use 
4. Realty and Minerals stipulations 

on authorizations. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications. 

a) Conduct watershed studies as des- 
cribed in the Range Management decis- 
ions. See RM la, 3 and 4. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or grazing 
systems through the development of 
Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. 

ORV use in these areas is not considered 
to be a significant contributing factor 
to the erosion condition class. The 
topography is characterized by steep 
inclines which does not attract ORV users 
Proposed threatened and endangered plant 
species will not be threatened to any 
greater degree from the occasional use 

Note: Attach aciditional sheets. if ncedcd which now occurs than the risks such - p-ez.= 
f /rr.~lrflc~li‘ws ,!,I ,“,'frS“) Form 1600-.21 (April 1375) 

Rationale 

The arapien member of the Mancos shale 
is a highly saline soil which supports 
sparse vegetation under the best of con- 
ditions. In mst cases the vegetation 
is not adequate for ccenplete soil 
stability. Usually grazing livestock 
are not attracted to, nor, under nom1 
grazing use these-areas due to steep 
terrain and low volume of forage prod- 
uction. 

Most of the erosion from these shales 
are believed to be geological and occur 
whether any use occurs or not. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Fence off arapien shale areas ex- 
cluding all uses. 

2. Close area to grazing. 
3. Close area to ORV. 
4. Close area to O&G exploration 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
wood 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w 1.1 Step 3 

Decision (continued) Rationale (cont'd) 

c. Implement the grazing program as 
outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM la, 3 and 4. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Habitat Management Plans 
Allotment Management Plans 

plants face in other more accessible 
areas. An ORV monitoring program will 
be implemented to provide surveillance 
especially on the areas that are 
considered to be in severe and critical 
erosion condition. Appropriate adjust- 
ments will be made if ORV use is found 
to be-the-‘detrimental use within the 
watershed: 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy 
of the Phase I data used to determine 
the SSFs. Many of the areas identified 
as being in severe or critical condition 
were found to be in better condition 
after-field checks were made. Because 
of this discrepancy, a monitoring program 
will be established as outlined under the 
Range Management decisions. Watershed 
problems identified as a result of the 
monitoring program relating to grazing USE 
will be addressed through the development 
of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. 

The Rangeland program has been analyzed ir 
the Mountain Valley EIS and the best graz: 
use decisions were chosen to meet the neec 
of livestock and wildlife while protectin) 
the vegetation resource and the watershed 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(1flstnrcfion.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (hlFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recmiindation W-1.2 -- Rationale 

Watershed-Glenwood 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-1.2. Step 3 

Do brush control on approximately 480 
acres in the Sand Ledges area(corresponds 
to C-3 on the Watershed Opprtunities 
over1a.y) and 1280 acres in the North 
Brimhall Spring/East Bell Rock area 
(corrcspmds to C-4 on overlay). Brush 
control by chemical mans is recommended. 

l 

These areas are predominantly in the 
Big Sagebrush Vegetal subtype with fair 
grass understolry. Comical control 
of the Big Sagebrush would reduce con- 
petition to grass and would provide a 
better vegetative cover. This would iin- 
prove watershed condition by providing 
less bare ground subject to raindrop 
erosion after the grass stand is establishc 
An area on private land successfully carric 
a fire in the surmer.of 1978. Soil surface 
factors would drop from the rroderate to 
slight erosion condition class with a 
successful stand of grass. 

------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analvsis 

If the herbicide 2,4-d is used, the following impacts would result. Brush control 
would provide a low positive impact to the economic and social sectors by reducing 
big sagebrush in favor of grasses. Econmically and socially, those ranchers using 
these lands to raise livestock would benefit in terns of better forage and a higher 
return on their dollars invested. 

There would be a low negative impact initially to the environment and wildlife as a 
result of the spray. Small wildlife species using the areas for nesting would 
probably be displaced. This impact would change in the long term as higher yield 
forage would replace the sage improving the quantity and quality of food plant 
species to benefit both livestock and wildlife. 

Watershed would suffer a low negative impact initially but would benefit in the long 
run in terms of better ground cover. Soil surface factors would drop f&m the mod- 
erate to slight erosion condition class with a successful stand of grass. 

There would also be a'low negative impact to recreation from an aesthetics stand- 
point. 

--___-_____-------------------------------- 
_. -. -,..‘.. 

.$ 

I Irr.z?r,,rtir,,,s on re1wrsa) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Step 1 W-l .2 Step 3 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing 
systems on watershed problem areas as 
determined appropriate through the 
development of Allotment Management 
Plans and/or Habitat Management Plans. 
See RM la, 3 and 4. Evaluate upslope 
watershed conditions and coordinate 
with the USFS on watershed improvement 
project. 
Support Need 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 

abitat Management Plans 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase 'I inventory data 
used to identify treatment areas. 
Treatment to improve watershed conditions 
will be determined through the Rangeland 
monitoring program and the development 
of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans, 

The Rangeland monitoring program will 
provide a better basis for determining 
actual watershed condition. Coordinated 
planning involving AMP and HMP develop- 
ment will provide a more effective water- 
shed improvement program since grazing use 
is usually one of the major factors 
affecting watershed condition. 

The type of treatment can be better 
determined at the time the AMPS and HMPs 
are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1, 
2. 

Continue with present vegetation cover 
Remove existing vegetation with fire. 

3. Remove existing vegetation through 
chaining and reseeding, 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~frzslrrrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BuREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

1 ;;gzin Valley 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Watersbed-Glenwood 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION step 1 w-1.3 step 3 

Recomnendation W-l.3 Rationale 

Manage the remaining 13,000 acres in 
the Glenwood watershed as is to maintain 

Maintaining watershed conditions at 

the SSF's and sediment yield rates at 
present values and allowing no further 
deterioration to these watersheds is 

their present accepted values. consistent with BL&l policy when erosion 
levels are within the accepted limits 
for the giveR conditions of the watershed 

Multiole Use Analvsis 

No adverse conflicts with resource values or MFP recoKnnen dationswereevident. 

-------------------- 

Multiple Use Reccnanen dation 

1. Continue present land uses and 
practices. 

Support Needs Alternatives Considered 

None None 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications 

a) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM la, 3 and 4. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the devel- 
opment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

cl Implement ORV use monitoring Plan. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIlL~!v/,c:ir,,,s on relfarsc, 

---------------------- 

Rationale 

1. Recommendation not site specific or 
it did not identify any specific problems. 
Present uses are consistent with water- 
sbedrequirements. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Current management practices are not 
expected to negatively impact these lands 
in this watershed. The watershed studies 
as outlined under the Range Management 
decisions and the ORV monitoring program 
are expected to identify any problem areas 
which may require remedial action. 

Watershed needs requiring land treatment 
or grazing systems will be identified and 
implemented as Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans are dev- 
elope:d. 

. Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

/ IiZZJ::I Valley 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

gatershed - Glewood 
Overlay Reference 

Step lw-1.3 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) Rationale (cont'd) 

d. Implement the grazing program 
as outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 2 and 5. 

Support Needs 

Rangelend Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

The Rangeland program has been 
analyzed in the Mountain Valley 
EIS and the best grazing use 
decisions were chosen to meet 
the needs of livestock and 
wildlife, while protecting the 
vegetation resource and the 
watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIns/rr~ctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



1 Name fM/=P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTlVlTY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed-Kinqston 
Objective Number 

w-2 

Objective: 

Reduce the soil erosion from an average SSF for the entire Kingston Watershed from 
59 to 53 within the next 25 years. Attempt to reduce SSF's 
condition class to moderate. 

from critical erosion 

Reduce the SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

SSF's shmn mder column 

S&watershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Propsed Anticipated change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W-S. treatment treatment or reduction to 

specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Rocky Canyon 3317 70 
RockWash 2677 63 

Reduce average annualsedimnt yield from 
97.8 acre-feet to 90 acre-feet within the 

Rationale 

64 72 8 
59 66 7 

public lands in the Kingston Watershed from 
next 25 years. 

Step 3 URA identified approximately 40% of the Watershed Area in the critical erosion 
condition class. 

SSF's in the above subwatershed areas would go to the anticipated values shown in 25 
years using the assumptions that grazing will continue at it's present rate, that 
gulley erosion and head cutting will continue at its present rate, and that the 
already poor vegetative cover will decrease, scmewhat. Approximately 3200 acres 
in the Hodge Ranch and Dry L&e Allotments have been identified as in an apparent 
declining range trendandinclude agoodportionof theRocky CanyonandRockWash 
subwatershed areas. 

Kingston Canyon is characterized by steep terrain, poor vegetative 
cover, intense thundershowers andis a sourceof sedimentdamagey&rlyandsediment 
load into the East Fork of the Sevier River. Soil erosion control is consistent 
with Bureau principles 
meet state and federal 

of cooperation and coordination of programs designed to help 
water quality standards (E&M Manual 1603.21 E 4(a) (c). 

i 
! 

-- 
(Iu.~truc.:ions 0~1 reverse) Form 160040 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 1 Name f.\iF2f J 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT Mountain Valley 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed%mton 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W2.1 Step 3 

Reccmendation: W-2.1 

Restrict use of nearly 1960 acres 
near Phonolite Hill and Steam Canyon. 
The area re ccmnended.for restricting 
grazing and off-road vehicles is 
clearly defined on the section of the 
Quadsheet enclosed. The area which 
should be restricted is principally 

Rationale 

Subject area is characterized by 
Steep Slopes I poor vegetative cover, 
eroding soils. This area provides 
very little usable forage and excluding 
grazing is a sound management decision 
to prevent further deterioration of 
the watershed. 

typedas abarrenwaste areaexcept 
for approximately 480 acres which 
were typed 09 Pinion Juniper with 
carrying capacities ranging from 180 
to 300 ac./AUM. AUMs lost would be 
miI-limal. Trailing livestock through 
these areas should be excluded as 
should use of this arm for posts or 
firewood because of the detrimental 
impact of four wheel drive vehicles 
inthe area. 

Subject areais intheHodgeRanch 
Allotment. 

--------------- 

Analysis of the vegetal cover 
in the Mountain Valley EIS. 

------...--------~- -----a-- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

and rangeland condition of the watershedcan be 

-------------------------- ------------- 

Multiple Use Reccmnendation 

1. Continue current management macrtj- 
ces. 

Many Of the 'areas identified in this. 
recomnendatiqn lie in Kingston Canyon. 

--- 

found 

-mm 

The terrain is such that little qrazing 

2. Monitor ORV use when and if problems 
occursontheselands. Geological - 

are identified take appropriate measures. 
erosion would probably continue at about 
the same rate whether the livestock use 
is removed or not. The7 & 8 SSFpoints 
identified in the objective for chanqing 

82 ' g g==groFb;dg be&g&p-&E$ant 
measurable or there couldbe that much 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed error in estimating judgements. 
~l,,.i:rrrc:i~~r on reversci ’ Form 1600-1~1 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TtIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Watershed-Kinqston 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W 2.1 step 3 

The portion of this reccmnen dationarea 
in the Hedge Ranch and Dry Lake allot- 
ment which is being proposed for allotment 
consolidation and intensive grazing 
management. The SSF could be influenced 
by increases in ground cover through 
better range conditions. Extent or in- 
tensity of ORV effect unknm. 

SupportRequ&ments 

None 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
tion with the following modifications 

a) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 2 and 5. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of :Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

4 Implement the grazing program as 
outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See RH 2 and 5. 
Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Re&e grazing from 

2. Close to ORV use. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed 
use recommendation. 

area. 

for the multiple 

ORV use in these areas is not considered 
to be a significant contributing factor 
to the erosion condition class. The 
topography is characterized by steep 
inclines which does not attract ORV users 
An ORV monitoring program will be imple- 
mented to provide surveillance especially 
on the areas that are considered to be in 
severe and critical erosion condition. 
Appropriate adjustments will be made if 
ORV use is found to be the detrimental us 

. within the watershed. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy,; 
of the-Phase I data used to determine the 
SSFs. Many of the areas identified as 
being in severe or critical condition wer 
found to be in better condition after fie 
checks were made. Because of this discre 
ancy a monitoring program will be estab- 
lished as outlined under the Range Manage 
ment decisions. Watershed problems 
identified as a result of the monitoring 
program relating to grazing use will be 
addressed through the development of 
Allotment Management Plans and/or Habitat 

Note: Attach additionnl sheets, if ncctled --- c_- --~z-czcL--~--- 
I I#l.<?r,rc-/il~,r.s q,, rctTrsc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMI-‘PI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed - Kingston 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W 2.1 Step 3 

Rationale (cont'd) 

The Rangeland program has 
been analyzed and the best 
grazing use decisions were 
chosen to meet the needs of 
livestock and wildlife while 
protecting the vegetation 
resource and the watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Iluslrrrctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Name CMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Waston 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-2.2 Step 3 

Remndation W-2.2 Rationale 

Construct 25<to 30 water control struct- 
ures (primarily gulley plugs) in ercd- 
ing channels in the areas south of East 
Fork of the Sevier and the steap waste 
areas below the Sevier Plateau. Corres- 
ponds to area A-13 on the Watershed 
Opportunities Gverlay. Includes approx- -- 
imately 5800 acres. 

Water control structures in these areas 
would significantly reduce the scdixent 
load going into the Sevier River as 
public lands in the Kingston Watershed 
contribute fiearly 100 acre-feet of 
sediment per year. 

Nearly 15% of the total annual sediment 
yield ccmes frm this watershed area 
and although som 3f the erosion is 
geologic & origin considerable benefit 
could be expected from installing gulley 
plugs in smaller channels and rock gab- 
ions in larger eroding chameis. costs 
and visual impacts would be minimal as 

project could be assigned to YACC crews. 
_-mm------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The econcxnic benefit from the water control structures could be considerable depend- 
ing on the arm&of land.involved. The Sheep Creek Water Evaluation Project study 
undertaken by the Fishlake National Forest estimated a $5.00 per acre negative im- 
pact for each acre of public land involved. The average costs associated on a per 
unitbasis using YACC crews to do theactualconstxuctionandrocks andother items 
found at the sight for building material was estimated to be $500 per structure. 

- Acres in critical condition 
Per acre negative impact 

5.594 
x $5 

total damage fran watershed $29,870 

Costper structure $500 
Total number of structures recommended 30 . 

Total Cost of structures 

Savings from improvements 

15,000 

$14.870 

There could be a low to mderate negative impact if any of the control structures 
are built within the VRM Class II designated arws identified in R-2.1. This 
impact would depend on where the structure(s) were located in relation to visibility 
by the public. In most cases, there probably would not be any conflict but a deter- 
mifiation would be needed to select the least visible sight in relation to public 
viewing. 

____________--------------- _------...-m- 
Note: Attachadditional sheets, if needed 

1 Iv.~!rfrcli<lns on reuerse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

ter--Klnw 
Overlay Reference 

Step ‘iv-2 7 Step 3 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the devel- 
opment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. See 
RM 2 and 3. Evaluate upslope watershed 
conditions and coordinate with USFS 
on watershed improvement projects. 

Support Need 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 
Iabitat Management Plans 

There seems to be a question as to the accuracy 
of the Phase I inventory data used to identify 
treatment areas. Treatment to improve watershed 
conditions will be determined through the Range- 
land monitoring program and the development of 
Allotment Management Plans and/or Habitat Manage- 
ment Plans, 

The Rangelknd monitoring program will provide a 
better basis for determining actual watershed 
condition. The construction of gulley plug 
structures are not of much value if nothing is 
done to reduce overland flow. Planning which 
identifies specific sites for specific kinds of 
control structures is necessary. The planning of 
gulley plug structures needs to be closely 
compared with probable improvement in ground 
cover through intensive grazing management. 
Coordinated planning involving AMP and HMP 
development will provide a more effective water- 
shed improvement program since grazing use is 
usually one of the major factors affecting water- 
shed condition. 

The type of treatment can be better determined at 
the time the AMPS and HMPs are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Chaining and seeding of deteriorated areas. 
2. Contour terracing and furrowing area. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flt~sIntcIion.5 on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMEbJTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CMFP) 

Mmmtain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RecoMnendation_: w-2.3 Rationale 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w-2 3 Step 3 

Manage 21,203 acxes of the Kingston 
Water.&& as is to maintain SSP's and 
sediment yield rates at the present 
values. 

Maintaining watershed conditions at presu 
values and allowing no further deteriorat- 
ion to watershed considerations is con- 
sistent with Bi.84 @icy wkn erosion 
levels are within the accepted limits. 

-_-_---_------------____^____________ ----a 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No adverse conflict to other resource values or MFP ret omnendations are evident. 
--_--------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recomnendation 

1. Continue present land uses and 
practices. 

Support Requirements Altema&ves Considered 

None None 

Decision 
Accept the multiple use recommendation 
with the following modifications 

a) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range'Management 
decisions. See WI 2 and 3. 

b) Identify watershed needs and. 
implement land'treatments and/or 
grazing systems through the devel- 
opment of Allotment Management 
Plans and/or Habitat Management 
Plans. 

cl Implement ORV use monitoring 
Plan. 

Rationale 

1. Ret omnendation not site specific or 
no existing problems were identified. 
Present watershed management meets re- 
quirements. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Current management practices are not expecte 
to negatively impact these lands in this 
watershed. The watershed studies as out- 
lined under the Range .Management decisions 
and the ORV monitoring program are expected 
to identify any problem areas which may 
require remedial action. 
Watershed needs requiring land treatment or 
grazing systems will be identified and 
implemented as Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans are develope 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- 

~lll.~:ntrlions on recwrsel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 1 Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mountain Valley 

Activity 
Watershed - Kingston 

Overlay Reference 

Step lw-2.3 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) 

d) Implement the grazing program 
as outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 2 and 3. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Rationale (cont'd) 

The Rangeland program has been 
analyzed in the Mountain Valley 
EIS and the best grazing use 
decisions were chosen to meet 
the needs of livestock and 
wildlife while 'protecting the 
vegetation resource and the 
watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lt2slrrrcIion.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES ’ 

DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name fMFPJ 

blwain V&JJRTI 

Activity 
.d 

7 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. c. 
-rdmv.~ 

Objective Number 

w-3 

Obiective 

Reduce the soil erosion from an average SSF for the entire Ma&svale Watershed from 
60 to 56 within 'the next 25 years. Reduce SSF's from the critical erosion condition 
class. Reduce the SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shawn 
under column heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present propo=d 
SSF Reduction 

in SSF with 
W.S. treatment 

Anticipated Chanqe in 
SSF in-25 yrs. SSF from 
ifnotreatmant proposed 
treatinentor reduction to 
specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

Candy Mountain 4257 71 68 75 7 
Dry Wash Creek 947 75 69 77 8 ; 

Maintain the average annual sediment yield at less than 30 acre-feet per year for 
thenext 25years. 

Rationale 

Step 3 URAidentifiednearly 50% of thepubliclands inthiswatexshedarea inthe 
critical erosion condition class. 

SSF’s in the above subwatershed areas could go to the anticipated values if use 
of these areas and erosion continues at the present rate. 

The.,west side of Marysvale Canyon is critically eroded and is daracterized by 
steep terrain, bare rock ridges, talus slopes, sparce vegetation, and poor soils 
with a high erosion susceptibility. TheMarysvale andJunctionWatershedareas 
co&ined have an average annual flood damage cost of approximately $11,000 per year. 

The majority of the erosion from the (Big Pock Candv Mountain area is Reologic in 
origin but it appears to be accelerated from overuse. 

Controlling erosion and se.dimnt yield is consistent with BLM policy and current 
legislation. '. 

zzv.c--a---- 
(Ir,slrrr,-!iWS 01, rc~rvrsr.) 

---- -- ----__ --------- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1075) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTME'NT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name f.MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed-Marv svale 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-3.1 step 3 

Recommendation W-3.1 Rationale 

Limit use of the Big Rock Candy Mount- 
ain area to visitors on foot only. Re- 
strict horses, off read vehicles, and 
other grazing animals from this area. 
Restricted use recmnded for the 
entire Eig Rock Candy Mountain area, 
approximately 2320 acres in extent. 

Restricting use is the only viable alt- 
emative to maintain erosion in its 
present critical erosion condition class. 
Erosion here is alrrost exclusively geolq 
in origin but the impact of grazing an- 
ixais and horses L5xther ercding the 
sparce vegetation and off-road vehicular 
use Would only serve to accelerate 
erosion 

--------------------------- --...------------ 

Impacts analyzed in the Mountain Valley Range EIS other than range, indicate there would 
a low negative impact to the recreation resource in terms of restricting the use 
of horses in the area. Horse use is not heavy but &es occur occasionally. 

No other significant impacts Would result to the other resource values or MFP re- 
cormnendations since restricted use in the area has already been in effect for many 
years 0 

------------------------------------- --a-- 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

1. Continue with present land uses and 
management practices. 

Rationale 

1. Big Rock Can& Mountain area is 
privately awned, no BIM land is in.the 
arm of concentrated recreational use. 

BLMlandsinthisr ecomnendation area 
is very steepandbrokenterrain. Graz- 
ingofdomesticlivestockhasbeenre- 
moved by agreemen t and decision. Only 
an occasional horseman uses this area. 
Uses are restricted, or nearly non 
existent due to the roughness of terrain. 
The canyon bottom is privately owned. 

SupportRequirements 

None 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~/~~.~!r!trtiom 017 reverse) 

- 
.Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain uev 
Activity 

Wnterche&rv~ya~e 
Overlay Reference ’ 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-3 1 Step 3 

Decision -- 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifica- 
tions. 

4 Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RMland2. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans 

c-j- ---Implement the grazing program 
as outlined in the Range 
Management decisions. See RM 
1 and 2. 
_ - _ . 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple use 
recommendation. 

ORV use in these areas is not considered to be 
a significant contributing factor to the erosion 
condition class. The topography is characterized 
by steep inclines which does not attract ORV user 
An ORV monitoring program will be implemented 
to provide surveillance especially on the areas 
that are considered to be in severe and critical 
erosion condition. Appropriate adjustments will 
be made if ORV use is found to be the detrimental 
use within the watershed. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the Pha 
I data used to determine the SSFs. Many of the 
areas identified as being in severe or critical 
condition were found to be in better condition 
after field checks were made. Because of this 
dis.crepancy a monitoring program will be estab- 
lished as outlined under the Range Management 
decisions. Watershed problems identified as a 
result of the monitoring program relating to 
grazing use will be addressed through the develop 
ment of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. The Rangeland program 

has been analyzed in the Mountain Valley EIS 
and the best grazing use decisions were 
chosen to meet the needs of livestock and 
wildlife while protecting the vegetations 
resource and the watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fInslrrrclions on reverse) 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTME'NT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.WFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

svale 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W-3.2 Step 3 

Recornruzrdation W-3.2 Rationale 

Construct 5 to 10 water Construct 5 to 10 water control struct- 
ures (primarily rozk gak ures {primarily rozk gabions) in the 
erosive channels in the IJLY YVC erosive channels in the Dry Wash Creek 
area by the year 1985. Include area by the year 1985. Includes 275 acres 
in extent. 
Stabilize the soils behind the struct- 
ures with a rhizomatous.grass. 

Water control structures such as rock 
gabions are needed. to reduce the axxnt 
of sediment loss caused by run-off. 
Disadvantage of structures of this nature 
is the adverse visual impact that could 
be,expected if structures are not proprl. 
installed. Rock gabions would be a bette 
alternative than gulley plugs in this are 
due to the erosive nature of the soils. 

___________-_-_-_-__---------- -------- L,,- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Those impacts identified in the Multiple Use Analysis done for watershed rec<=mmendation 
W-2.2, would also apply to this rwdation. 

.Using the same rationale for the econcmic portion the following would result: 

Acres in critical condition 5,204 
Per acre negative impact x $5 

Total damage frcmwatershed $26,020 L 

Costper structure $500 
Total number of structures recurunended 10 

Totalcostof structures 5,000 

Savings fran Improvements $21,020 

,r. 7 ““- ” ‘v’r? - .c-<r $; :: :c.:\.> 
. :..:t -.-( : is.1 -,,r’:m!, :.:.I, ,‘,.-t*\‘;; .&. “.. I-1. .-_. _I. v: 

&. i&z&f&.. e-cJ+h ~,~t~~t& St?* 

,, -,‘i..~~l-.;1~~T~jL=fS1T3 ..z:, ZL 

; ,’ 
i ,‘.., ;*. c : .” ( . . .;*, .(, .: j; :, . . 

7 ,. ._ 

i, r.je.ti ‘.‘...- -/‘$,& *,i :;y,,i; , ‘1.’ ->a - 2 .‘.” .‘ 2. &3f;/;fi$r ~,:,2-j~:, * ,i :-;q ‘:;T ?lA 71 ,i” IT?il?T ,‘.,iltj + 
.._- ,L. 4 $” . . . ; ., 
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Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~~.~!n~~tior7s on reuerse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed-Marysvale 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-3.2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 
See RM 2. Evaluate upslope water- 
shed conditions and coordinate with 
the USFS on watershed improvement 
projects. 

Support Needs 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase I inventory data 
used to identify treatment areas. Treat- 
ment to improve watershed conditions will 
be determined through the Rangeland monit- 
oring program and the development of Allot- 
ment Management Plans and/or Habitat 
Management Plans. 

The Rangeland monitoring program will 
provide a better basis for determining 
actual watershed condition. Coordinated 
planning involving AMP and HMP development 
will provide a more effective watershed 
improvement program since grazing use is 
usually one of the major factors affecting 
watershed condition. 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

The type of treatment 
mined at the time the 
developed. 

can be better deter- 
AMPS and HMPs are 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Contour furrowing and trenching. 
2. Hand seeding problem areas with soil 

binding grasses 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Il~rsfrtrclion.5 on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fMFPI 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wier~e 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-3 3 Step 3 

Reccmnendation W-3.3 Rationale 

Manage the remaining 2800 acres of the 
Marysvale watershed as is to maintain 
SSF's and sediment yield at their 
present rates. 

Maintaining watershed conditions at 
accepted limits for erosion is con- 
sistent with Bureau policy. 

------_----------------------- ---.---a----- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No sicjnificant impacts, positive or negative, have been identified because of this 
recomnendation. 

Multiple Use Recomnen dation Rationale 

. . continue present land uses and 
management practices. 

1. Remdation not site specific 
in identifying andproblems requiring 
special treatment or management. 

Supp~rtRequirements 

None 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifica- 
tions. 

a) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 1 and 2. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatments and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

‘c ) Implement the grazing program 
as.outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See Roland 2. L 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation.. 

Current management practices are not affect 
to negatively impact these lands in this 
watershed. The watershed studies as out- 
lined under the Range Management decisions 
and the ORV monitoring program are expected 

,to identify any problem areas which may 
require remedial action. 

Watershed needs requiring land treatments o 
grazing systems will be identified and 
implemented as Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans are develop 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~r.~!rurti~~t7.~ on reverse) Form 1600-21 (Apr’il 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 

Watershed - Marysvale 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-3.3 Step 3 

Support Needs Rationale (cont'd) 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

The Rangeland program has been analyzed 
in the Mountain Valley EIS and the best 
grazing use decisions were chosen to 
meet the needs of livestock and wild- 
life while protecting the vegetation 
resource and the watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ins/ruclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

R-q____ 

Objective 

Reduce the SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. Treatment': 

S&watershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Proposed Anticipated 
Reduction 

Change in 
SSF SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. . treatment or reduction to 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Erza's Flat 7894 66 61 70 9 
West Sigurd 1172 69 65 72 7 

Reduceaverage annualsedimentyield frmpublic lands in the Aurorawatershedfrm 
1 7 acre feet to 24 acre feet within the next 25 years. 

Rationale 

SSF's in the above subwatershed areas could go to the anticipated values shown if 
watershed conditions continue to deteriorate at the present rate. 
andtrendhasbeen Mmminedtobemstly in 

Range condition 
fairorgoodconditionand 

irqxoving or static trend which is contradictory with the analysis that nearly 2/3's 
of this watershed was identified in the critical erosion conditions class in Step 3 of 
the URA. 

Runoff and sediment yield fran the Erza's Flat area goes into Denmark Wash and m& 
sediment is trapped in the Denmark Wash debris dam. Projects to reduce sediment yield 
would prolong the utility of the debris dam and would decrease sediment yield into 
the Sevier River at Saliria. Reducing sediment yield and soil erosion is consistent 
with current legislation and BUY policy. 

-- .--- -- -___-- 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF'.LANDMANAGEIViEN-f 

Name (hIFP,l 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

qhed-Aura ra 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-4.1 Step 3 

Recmnendation W-4.:1 Rationale 

Construct l.5 to 20 water control struct- Water control structures such as gullcy 
ures in the Fkst Sigurcl area and 15 to 20 plugs are essctkial to reduce the amount 
in the Erzas Flat/Frog Flat areas by the of sediment loss caused-by run-off. Costs 
ym 1985. Includes approximately 340 ac. and visual impact are expected to be 

minimal. 
Stabilize the soils behind the struct- 
ures by seeding a rhizmtous grass. 

Cooperate with State and private larid 
mners west of Aurora to reduce flood 
hazard and sediment damage to the town 
itself. 

Cooprate with other federal agencies 
j~l this effort (i.e., Soil Conservation 
Service with design of sediment retiezt- 

: .on dam.proposcd on North Cedar Ridge 
Canyon). 

--------------------------------------- --- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Those impacts identified in the rmltiple use analysis done for watershed reamnend- 
ation W-2.2, muld also apply to this recomnendation. 

Using the same rationale for the ecomnic portion the following would result: 

Acres in critical condition 9066 
Per acre negative impact x$5 

Total damage fran watershed $45,330 

Cost per structure $500 
Totalnurrberof structures recomnended 20 

Totalcostof structures 

Savings from Improvements 

10,000 

$35,330 
------------------------------------------ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I II/.~tr,rcliol7s on muer5eJ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES Name thiF/'i 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Mountain 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

W&whed;BUrnrn 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1~ 4 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing 
systems on watershed problem areas 
as determined appropriate through 
the development of Allotment 
Management Plans and/or Habitat 
Management Plans. See RM 4. 
Evaluate upslope watershed con- 
ditions and coordinate with USFS 
on watershed improvement projects. 

There seems to be a question as to the accuracy II 
of the Phase I inventory data used to identify 
treatment areas. Treatment to improve water- 
shed conditions will be determined through the 
Rangeland monitoring program and the development 
of Allotment Management Plans and/or Habitat 
Management Plans. 

The Rangeland monitoring program will provide a 
better basis for determining actual watershed 
condition. Coordinated planning involving AMP 
and HMP development will provide a more effective 
watershed improvement program since grazing use 
is usually one of the major factors affecting 
watershed condition. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Decision 

Acdept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

The type of treatment or control structures neede 
can be better determined at the time the AMPS ant 
HMPs are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Burning off present 
or aerial application. 

2. Plow sagebrush part 
.seed. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed 
recommendation. 

vegetation, drill seed 

of project and drill 

for multiple use 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(fnslr7~cfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

( DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed - Salina 
Objective Number 

w-5 - 

Objective 

Reduce SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

S&watershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Prcposed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Peduction SSFin25yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. treatment or reductionto 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

Salt Gap 547 67 64 72 8 
BlackGapMtn. 2732 86 82 89 7 
Trunk Canyon 547 95 87 95 8 

Reduce average annual sediment yield frcm public lands from 12.9 acre-feet to 12 
I tcre-feetwithinthenext 25 years. 

Rationale 

Thiswatershedhas experiemednumrous recurrent intense thundershcwerswithresult- 
ant flood and sediment damage to the town of Salina and to adjacent farm lands, canals, 
and ditches. The average annual flood damage fran the Salina and Mayfield watershed 
areas is nearly $10,000. 

Step 3 URA identified 60% of this watershed area in the severe erosion condition 
class and another 10% in the critical erosion condition class. The Arapien shale 
hills are highly erosive and the entire watershed is primarily shadscale vegetal 
subtype with percent bare ground frequently near 70 - 75%. 
sedimntdamageis consistentwithF&Mobjectives. 

Reducing and controlling 

=_z------ -~___ - 

(Instructio7~s on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation W-S. 1 Rationale 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Salina 
Overlay Reference 

Step lw-5.1 Step 3 

Restrict grazing, off-road vehicles, 
and other activities that may cause 
surface disturbance over the area 
shown on the enclosed section of the 
Quadsheet. 

The Stone Quarry is composed of steep slopes, 
rocky shallow soils, with a fair cover of 
cheat grass and black sage. This area is 
composed of 280 acres and is critical community 
watershed. 

The Cemetary Draw-Salt Gap area receives 
heavy ORV use with the majority of the problem 
originating on State land. Frequent flood 
flows and high sediment yields down Cemetary 
and Trashpile draws causes significant damage 
to Salina. The area consists of approximately 
190 acres. 

Lower Twist Canyon is frequently used as a 
stock driveway. It is characterized by poor 
cover, and critical erosion. Use of this area 
should be restricted and the road closed. The 
area includes approximately 65 acres. 

Restricting use is the only viable alternative 
to managing the extensive areas of Arapien 
shale of the Salina Watershed. Water contra 1 
structures are not suitable here because of 
the presence of gypsum in the soils and reveg- 
etation it not practical because of climatic 
and soils limitations. Restricting use is alsc 
the only suitable method to protect proposed 
threatened and endangered plants that are fount 
in the Arapien shale, especially Phacelia 
utahensis and Mentzelia argillosa. 

An on site investigation of the areas identif- 
ied in the Phase I Watershed as being in sever 
or critical erosion condition classes were not 
found to have SSFs higher that 55 to 65 after 
several areas had been reevaluated on the 
Chicken Coop Allotment. 

., ________-_-_------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Analysis of the vegetal cover and rangeland condition of the watershed can be found 
in the Mountain Valley EIS. 

- -_________-___m_- - -___.___________________- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~fs~rt~clions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU~FLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Name lMFPl 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 
Watershed-Salina 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1W 5.1 Step 3 

1.. Continue present uses and practices. 

2. Continue to allow present uses by 
ORV and Mineral exploration, with 
proper stipulations. 

3. Do not allow activities which cause 
large areas of disturbance through 
blading or earth work. 

4. Monitor ORV use and where it contri- 
butes to excessive erosion close the 
areas affected. 

5. Include surface protection stip- 
ulations on all authorization for this 
area. 

necision 
t 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See rationale developed for the multiple use 
ation with the following modifications. recommendation. 

4 Reduce livestock grazing in the 
Chicken Coop Allotment by 9 AUMs 
and implement the other grazing 
decisions as outlined in the Range 
Management Decisions. SeeRM 1. 

The Rangeland program has been analyzed in the 
Mountain .Valley EIS and the best grazing use 
decisions were chosen to meet the needs of 
livestock and wildlife while protecting the 
vegetation resource and the watershed. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as 
described. in the Range Management 
decisions. See RN 1 and 2. 

ORV use in the Cemetary Draw Salt Gap area 
which appears to be having an impact on the 
watershed is mainly occurring on state lands. 
Restricting use on this land would have to be 
an initiative implemented by the State Land 
Commission and not the BLM. 

cl Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the devel- 
opment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

I 

Soils derived from the Arapien member of the 
Mancos shales are very saline and support littlf 
vegetation. For the most part, the Arapien 
shales have rough terrain with high angles of 
slope. Due to the steepness’ of the terrain and 
sparse vegetation little grazing use is made of 
them. 

AS a consequence most of the erosion from 
these shales and of the recommendation area 
are believed to be geological and not acceler- 
ated due to present uses. 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Rationale 

ORV use in most of the other areas is not 
considered to be a significant contributing 
factor to the erosion condition class. The 
topography is characterized by steep inclines 
which does not attract ORV users. Proposed 
threatened and endangered plant species will not 
be threatened to any greater degree from the 
occasional use which now occurs than the risks 
such plants face in other more accessible areas. 
An ORV monitoring program will be implemented to 
provide surveillance especially on the areas thal 
are considered-to be in severe and critical 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fInslnrcti0n.s on reverse) 
erosion con-n 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED S’fATES Name fMFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mountain Valley 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

Watershed-Salina 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteplW 5.-l Step3 

Rationale (cant 1 d) 

Appropriate adjustments will be made if ORV 
use is found to be the detrimental use within 
the watershed. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the 
Phase I data used to determine the SSFs. Many 
of the areas identified as being in severe or 
critical condition were found to be in better 
condition after field checks were made. Because 
of this discrepancy,a monitoring program will 
be established as outlined under the Range 
Management Decisions. Watershed problems 
identified as a result of the monitoring 
program relating to grazing use will be 
addressed through the development of Allotment 
Management Plans and/or Habitat Management Plan: 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(1nslrncIion.s on reve7se) 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name CMFPj 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed-Lost Creek 
Objective Number 

Objective 

Reduce SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Proposed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. treatmentor reduction to 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Little Lost Creek 1200 73 69 77 a 
west Lost creek 1800 61 58 65 7 
Tiperaq 11210 67 63 70 7 

Reduce average annual sediment yield from public lands in the Lost Creek Watershed 
: from 30 acre feet to 25 acre feet within the next 25 years. 

Rationale 

Step 3 URA identified over 40% of public lands in the crjtical or severe erosion 
condition class and a portion of that acreage is Arapien Shale which poses manage- 
ment limitations. Erosion prevention and reduction is consistent with Bureau policy 
and Federal legislation. 

SSF's in the above key subwatershed areas could go to the anticipated values shmn 
in 25 years if no specific watershed considerations are given to prevent accelerated 
erosion. 

(fnsfructions off reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Lost Creek 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W 6.1 Step 3 

Recommendation W-6.1 Rationale 

Restrict use of some areas of the 
Arapien Shale Hills east of Sigurd. 
Exclude ORV, grazing use, and any 
other use which would cause surface 
disturbance. Any further road develop- 
ment should be closely monitored by 
BLM. The attached map clearly 
delineates the area recommended for 
restricted use. 

East Rocky Ford Reservoir is characterized 
by slight slopes but is 'actively eroding 
over 50% along the gullies. There is a past 
history of overgrazing along the edge of the 
reservoir as shadscale has been heavily over- 
utilized. The area includes approximately 
400 acres and is in the Gypsum Allotment and 
would require some AUMs lost for watershed 

Restricting use is the only management alter- 
native to control and prevent further erosion 
of the Arapien Shale hills. Restricting use is 
also the only suitable method to protect prop- 
osed threatened and endangered plants that are 
found in the Arapien Shale, especially Penstemor 
wardii and Phacelia utahensis. 

Review of Phase I Watershed data indicates 
that some areas typed as "critical" and severe 
erosion condition classes do not have .that 
high of a.soil surface factor and only those 
areas identified as requiring a restricted uSe 
status have been identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(fnslntctions on reversel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I Name (IClFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
T.oqt Creek 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1~ c, 1 Step 3 

____---------------------------------------- 

Multiale Use Analysis 

Analysis of the vegetal cover and rangeland condition of the watershed can be found 
in the Mountain Valley EIS. 
_______-_----------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

1.. Continue to graze allotments with 
Arapien shales in them as usual. 

The Arapien member of the Mancos shale is a 
highly saline soil which supports spa&e 
vegetation under the best of conditions. In 
most cases the vegetation is not adequate for 
complete soil stability. Usually grazing live- 
stock are not attracted to, nor, under normal 
grazing,use these areas due to steep terrain 
and low volume of forage production. 

2. Continue to allow present uses 
by ORV.and mineral exploration with 
proper stipulations. 

3.. Do not allow activities which cause 
large areas of disturbance through 
blading or earth work. 

4. Monitor ORV use and where. it con- 
tributes to excessive erosion close 
the areas affected. 

5. Include surface protection stip- 
ulations on all authorizations for this 
area. 

Support Needs 

1. Grazing use monitoring 
2. Compliance inspections 
3. Monitor ORV use 
4. Realty and minerals stipulations 
on authorizations. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications. 

a) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 4. 

b) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 

ORV use in these areas ia not considered to be 
a significant contributing factor to the erosio 
condition class. Proposed threatened and 
endangered plant species will not be threatened 
to any greater degree from the ,occasional use 
which now occurs than the risks such plants 
face in other more accessible areas. An ORV 
monitoring program will be implemented to 
provide surveillance especially on the areas tb 

i%$! sr;ta~~~~~~n,91~ea~~~~~d~~ ans ’ 

tIt2slntclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

Most of the erosion from these shales is 
believed to be geological and occurs whether 
there is any use or not. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Fence off Arapien shale areas excluding all 
uses.. 
2. Close area to grazing. 
3. Close area to ORV. 
4. Close area to O&G exploration. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple use 
recommendation. 

The Rangeland program has been analyzed in 
the Mountain Valley EIS and the best grazing 
use,:decisions were chosen to meet the needs of 
livestock and wildlife while protecting the 
vegetation resource and the watershed. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W 6 1 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) Rationale (cont'd) 

c> Implement the grazing program are considered to be in severe and critical 
as outlined in the Range Management erosion condition. Appropriate adjustments 
decisions. See RM 4. will be made if ORV use is found to be the 

detrimental use within the watershed. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the 
Phase I data used to determine the SSFs. Many 
of the areas identified as being in severe or 
critical condition were found to be in better 
condition after field checks were made. 
Because of this discrepancy,a monitoring prograr 
will be established as outlined under the 
Range Management decisions. Watershed problems 
relating to grazing use will be addressed 
through the development of Allotment Management 
Plans and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(fnstnrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Wntc+rsherl-T.ost Creek 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-6 .2 Step 3 

Recommendation W-6.2 Rationale 

Construct 20 to 30 water control struct- Water control structures are needed to reduce 
ures (both gulley plugs and rock gab- the amount of sediment loss caused by run-off. 
ions) in erosive channels mostly along Sedimentation is a serious problem in Lost-Creel 
the Forest Boundary. Evaluate upslope and installation of gulley plugs or small check 
water conditions and cooperate with dams would improve water quality greatly. 
USFA on channel stabilization at FS-BLM 
boundary. Stabilize the soil behind the 
structures and in other areas that are 
disturbed by seeding rhizomatous grasses. 
__-------------------------------------- - - - - 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Those impacts identified in the multiple use analysis done for watershed recommendation 
-2.2, would also apply to this recommendation. 

Using the same rationale for the economic portion, the following would result: 

Acres in critical condition 
Per acre negative impact 

14,210 
x $5 

Total damage from watershed $71,050 

Cost per structure $500 
Total number of structures recommended 30 

Total cost of structures 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation 

Identify the watershed needs and provide 
land treatments, watershed control 
structures and grazing systems on water- 
shed problem areas as determined approp- 
riate through the development of Allot- 
ment Management Plans and/or Habitat 
Management Plans. See RM 1 and 2. 

$lS,OOO~ 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase I inventory data 
used to identify treatment areas. Treat- 
ment to improve watershed conditions will 
be determined through the Rangeland monit- 
oring program and the development of Allot- 
ment Management Plans and/or Habitat Manage 
ment Plans. 

The Rangeland monitoring program will 
provide a better basis for determining act- 
ual watershed condition. Coordinated plan- 
ing involving AElp and HMP development will 
provide a more effective watershed improve- 
ment program since grazing use is usually 
one of the major factors affecting water- 
shed condition. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

Evaluate upslope water conditions and 
coordinate with the USFS on channel 
stabilization at the FS-BLM boundary. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Ikote: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIfzstrrrcfions on reverse) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Needs (cont'd) Rationale 

Name fMFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-T,ost Creek 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-6 .2 Step 3 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

The type of treatment or control structures 
needed can be better determined at the 
time the AMPS and HMPs, are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Contour furrowing and trenching 
2. Hand seeding problem areas with soil 
binding grasses. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
as.written 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Ndte: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIfzs/rrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective 

Name (MF Pj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Monroe Ph. 1 
Objective Number 

w-7 

Reduce SSF's in the following subwatershed area to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. Treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Proposed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. treatment or reduction to 

treatment specific n-gt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Bertleson Canyon 5420 76 70 78 8 
East Annabella 1550 63 58 65 7 

Reduce average annual sediment yield frm public lands in the Momme watershed from 
18 acre-feet to 16 acre-feet. 

Rationale 

Step 3 URA identified nearly 70% of this watershed area in the critical erosion 
condition class. The Bertleson and Sand Canyon areas are primarily P-J with some 
Big sagebrush at lower elevations. Up to 60% bare ground is not unccmmn. Flood 
flows and sediment damage from these drainages cause an average annual flood 
damage to the town of Monroe, adjacent fam land, roads, and irrigation canals and 
ditches of approximately $24,000 per year. 

BLM Manual Sections and public legislation identify long tern watershed abjectives 
as reducing andcontrolling sediment damage andimprovingwaterquality. I 

---. -- 
(Instructions on reverse) 

-L.---- 
Form 1600-20(Apri11975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

1 Name I.\li-‘P/ 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-7 1 Step 3 

Reccimnendation Rationale 

Limit use of the Sand Canyon, 
Bertleson Canyon, Monroe Canyon, 
areas to exclude off-road vehicles 
andotheractivitiesthatmaycause 
surface disturbance. 

Steep slopes, rock outcrops, and a shallow 
effective root depth make restricting 
use the only viable management alternative 
to prevent further erosion. These areas 
are primarily responsible for the sediment- 
ation and flood damage in the watershed and 
restricting use may allow for the return 
for some of the vegetative cover. 

----------------------------------- ---m-s-- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There could be a moderate to nigh negative impact with minerals reccmnendation M-3.1 
to maintain all lands in category 1 and 2 for oil and gas leasing. Any road develop- 
ment or drilling operations would further aggravate the erosion condition in the 
area. 

There would also be a low negative impact to recreation re canmendation R-l.1 to 
keep all lands in the planning area open to ORV use. This is a low impact since 
current ORV use has been identified as incidental in this area. 

Any restriction of use would benefit the environment in terms,of improve6 water 
quality, reduction in sediment loss and as a protection to fragil geologic format- 
ions which could easily be disturbed. 

Noother significant impacts areevidenttother emaining resource URA values or 
MFP rmdations. 
------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recomnendation 
_ 'Rationale 

‘\ 

1. Continue with current land uses and ' Bertleson Canyon, Monroe Canyon do not 
management practices. crossany Bureauadministeredlandin' 

thisplanningarea. Sand Canyon passes 
2. Continue to allow present uses by ORV 
and,,mineral e?ploration, with proper 
stipulations. 

over i/2 mile of RI&I administeredland 
adjacent to the National forest. No 
grazing is made of this isolated tract. 
Limitedotherusescccuronthistract 

I 

3. Do not allow activities which cause j due to extreme slopes a&rocky terrain. 
large areas of disturbance through 
blading or earth work. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 lu.s:rlir-:icws on re~wrsc) . Form 1600-21 (April 19’75) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

ed-Monroe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w-7 1 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) Rationale (cont'd) 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications 

al Implement the grazing program as 
outlined in the Range Management deci- 
sions. See RM 1 and 2 

The rangeland program has been analyzed in 
the Mountain Valley EIS and the best grazin: 
use decisions were chosen to meet the needs 
of livestock and wildlife while protecting 
the vegetation resource and the watershed. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 1 and 2. 

c> Identify watershed needs'and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan 

ORV use in these areas is not considered to 
be a significant contributing factor to the 
erosion condition class. The topography 
does not attract ORV users. The ORV monit- 
oring program will be implemented to providt 
serveillance especially on the areas that 
are considered to be in severe and critical 
erosion condition. Appropriate adjustments 
will be made if ORV use is found to be the 
detrimental use within the watershed. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of 
the Phase I data used to determine the SSFs 
Many of the areas identified as being in 
severe or critical condition were found to 
be in better condition after field checks 
were made. Because of this discrepancy, 
a monitoring program will be established 
as outlined under the Range Management 
decisions. Watershed problems identified 
as a result of the monitoring program 
relating to grazing use will be addressed 
through the development of Allotment Manage 
ment Plans and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnsfrrrcfions on revwse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES. 
DEPARTME-NTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recomxndation W-7.2 Rationale 

Name fhlFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Monroe 
Overlay Reference 

Step I W-7.2 Step 3 

Construct 10 to 20 water control struct- 
ures in the East Annabella and South 

Water control structures are needed to 

Bend areas A-7 and A-8 on the Watershed 
reduce the amount of sedimnt loss caused 

opportunities overlay. Includes approx- 
by mnoff. 

imately 1960 acres. 
Stabilize the soils behind the struct- 
ures by seeding rhizomatous grasses. 

w------v------------ -...--.----------- -------w 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Those impacts identified in the mltiple useDanalysis done for watershed reccmmand- 
ation R-2.2, would also apply to this re canmendation. 

Using the same rationale for the economic portion the following would.result: 

Acres in critical condition 6970 
Per acre negative impact x$5 

Total damage from watershed $34,850 

Qst per structure $500 
!tbtal numberof structures reccmnended 20 

Totalcostof structures 10,000 

SatigsfromImpm~ts' . $24,850 

------------------------------~- ----------- 

“1 
._ - -_ 

1 

i 

1 ‘. 

.-.. -.. ..-. _-__ __ ____.__ _ 
-<; - -.-, ‘-1 .>,; - 

’ 
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,’ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~/J,.v!r,tc/ion.s on rem?rse) Form 1600-21 iApril 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMF P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Monroe 
Overlay Reference 

Steplw-7.2 Step3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 
See RM 1 and 2. 

Evaluate upslope watershed conditions and 
coordinate with the USFS on watershed 
improvement projects. 

. 

Support Needs 

' Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Decision 

There seems to be a question as to 
the accuracy of the Phase I inventory 
data used to identify treatment areas. 
Treatment to improve watershed con- 
ditions will be determined through the 
Rangeland Monitoring Program and the 
development of Allotment Management 
Plans and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

The Rangeland Monitoring Program will 
provide a better basis for determining 
actual watershed condition. Coordinat 
planning involving AMP and HMP develop 
ment will provide a more effective 
watershed improvement program since 
grazing use is usually one of the majc 
factors affecting watershed condition. 

The type of treatment or'control 
structures needed can be better 
determined at the time the AMP's and 
HMP's are developed. 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
as written. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the 
multiple use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fr7?sfnrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Watershed-Monroe 
Overlay Reference 

steplW-7.3 Step 3 

Recommendation W-7.3 Rationale 

Manage the remaining 1600 acres of 
this watershed as is to maintain SSF 
and sediment yield at their present 
values. 

Maintaining watershed conditions at present 
values and allowing no further deteriorat- 
ion to these watersheds is consistent with 
Bureau policy. 

________------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No conflicts with resource URA values of MFP recommendations were evident. 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

Continue with present land uses and 
management practices. 

Decision 
accept the multiple use recommendation 
p?ith the following modifications. 

&I Implement grazing Program as 
outlined in Range Management decisions, 
See RM 1 and 2. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as des- 
cribed in the Range Management decisions. 

'See RMland2. 

cl Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatments and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. 

d) Implement ORV use monitoring plan. 

Support Needs 

The watershed studies as outlined under the 
Range Management decisions and the ORV 
monitoring program are expected to identify 
any problem areas which may require remedia 
action. 

'Rangeland Monitoring Plan Watershed needs requiring land treatment or 
ORV Monitoring Plan grazing systems will be identified and 
Allotment Management Plans implemented as Allotment Management Plans 

i Habitat Management Plans. and/or Habit Management Plans are developed 

Rationale 

No site specific actions are .identified. 
Present practices and management meets 
watershed requirements. 

Alternatives Considered 
1 L. Contour furrowing and trenching. 

2. Transfer isolated tract to National 
Forest. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Current management practices are not expectc 
to negatively impact these lands in this 
watershed, The rangeland program has been 
analyzed.in the Mountain Valley EIS and the 
best grazing use decisions were chosen to 
meet the needs of livestock and wildlife 
while protecting the vegetation resource 
and the watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

’ (lnslnrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective 

Name fMFPj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Richfield 
Objective Number 

W-R. 

Reduce the SSF's in the following subwatershed areas to the SSF's shown under 
column heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatmentl; 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Proposed Anticipated 
Reduction 

Change in 
SSF SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. treatment or reduction to 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

So. Skinner Canyon 210 62 58 i 65 7 
East Flat Canyon 1720 63 60 68 8 
Cottonwood Canyon 1590 67 62 70 8 

Reduce average annual sediment yield from public lands in the Richfield-Sevier 
Watershed fran 19 acre-feet to 16 acre-feet. 

Rationale 

Step 3 URA identified 60% of the public lands in this watershed area in the 
critical or severe erosion condition classes. Flood flows andsedimentdamage 
from drainages west of Richfield cause an average annual flood damage to Richfield 
andneighboring cmmmities, roads, utilities, railroads, farm land, and irrigat- 
ion canals of approximately $32,000 per year. 

SSF's in the above subwatershed areas would go to the anticipatedvalues shun 
in 25 years using the assumption that ORV use, grazing, and accelerating rates of 
gulley erosion continue to cccur. The entire Flat Canyonallotmnthas been 
identified in a declining range trend and grazing overuse will further deteriorate 
watershed conditions. 

Control of erosion and reducing and controlling sediment and flood damage and 
improving water quality is consistent with RI&l policy and current legislation. 

-- .__ -- -- 

(instructions on reverse) 

--- 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name i.\lFP) 
Mountain Valley 

~~~~sh~~~~field Sevier 
Overlay Reference &Lea 

Step 1 W8 , step 3 

Recotnmendation W-8.1 Rationale 

Restrict use of the Icicle Bench area 
above Gove for all uses. 

The Icicle Bench area is in the 
critical erosion class and is character- 
ized by the Joe Lott Tuft mterial. 
This area includes approximately 625 
acres. 

Limit use of the Poulsen, and Magleby 
allotments to exclude ORV use. 
Grazing may continue without severe 
in-par-t to watershed values as the 
range condition is generally in fair 
condition. 

Trailing of livestock up Flat Canyon 
should be excluded because of the 
flood and sediment yield hazard of 
this watershed. 

These areas arecharacterizedby steep 
slopes, shallow soils and spa&e veg- 
etationandthemsteffective method 
of preventing further erosion is to 
restrict use. ORV use behind Richfield 
has caused considerable deterioration 
of watershed values. 

Soil surface factors in the Poulsen- 
Magleby allotments were identified in 
the severe erosion condition class 
however a surficial inspection revealed 
only a moderate erosion cordition 
class. Careful evaluation of this 
area because it is a critical ccmnmity 
watershed should be canpleted. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Analysis-of the vegetal cover and rangeland condition of the watershed can be found 
in the Mountain Vallev EIS. 

Multiple Use Recmnendation 

1. Continue present land uses and 
management practices; 

Rationale 

1. BLM does not control lands west (behind) 
Richfield. Offroadvehicle useof any 
consequence is occurring on privately 
owned lands or National Forest Lands. 

The steep slopes and clayey areas on 
Icicle Bench do not receive enough grazing 
usetomakeanychanges inwatershed 
conditions. The present watershed condition: 
in the fewproblemareas arebelieved to 
be geological in nature andnota consequem 
of authorized uses. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

rI,,.~!wc:i~l,7s 0,) rcuersc) . Form 16nO--21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Requirements Rationale (con'd) 

Name fMFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity SeviE 
Watershed-Richfield Ares 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w 8.1 Step 3 

1. Continue to monitor range condition 
and trend. 

2. Stipulate authorized uses to miti- 
gate surface disturbance. 

3. Monitor ORV uses and close or 
restrict use where necessary 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
with the following modifications: 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 

a) Implement the grazing program as 
outlined in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 1, la and 2. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 1, la and 2: 

c> Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or 
grazing systems through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
National Forest land exchange 
study (See lands decision L-9). 
Habitat Management Plans 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tlnsfnrctions on reverse) 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of 
the Phase I data used to determine the SSF 
Many of the areas identified as being in 
severe or critical condition were found t( 
be in better condition after field checks 
were made. Because of this discrepancy, 
a monitoring program will be established 
as outlined under the Range Management 
decisions. Watershed problems identified 
as a result of the monitoring program rela 
ing to grazing use will be addressed throu; 
the development of Allotment Management Pl. 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 

Much of the flatter terrain in the area 
south of Richfield is planned for changes 
in grazing practices which should improve 
ground cover and watershed conditions. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Close entire area to grazing. 
2. Close entire area to ORV's and mineral 
exploration. 

The rangeland program has been analyzed in 
the Mountain Valley EIS and the best grazj 
decisions were chosen to meet the needs of 
livestock and wildlife while protecting the 
vegetation resource and watershed. 

ORV use in these areas is not considered tc 
be a significant contributing factor to t1 
erosion condition class. The topography i: 
characterized by steep inclines which does 
not attract ORV users. 

An ORV monitoring program will be implemen: 
to provide surveillance, especially on the 
areas that are considered to be in severe 
and critical erosion condition. Approprial 
adjustments will be made if ORV use is 
found to be the detrimental use within the 
watershed. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

1 Name C’MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity Sevier Area 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Watershed-Richfield 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step I W-8.2 Step 3 

Rexmmendation W-8.2 

Construct 30 to 40 water control struct- 
ures (gulley plugs on smaller channels 
and rockgabions/checkdams on larger 
channels) in the Mortensen Creek, Flat 
Canyon, by 1990. Cottonwood Creek and 
Willow Creek areas by 1990. Corresponds 
to A-12 and A-3 on the Watershed Oppor- 
tunities overlay. Includes approximately 
1840 acres. 

Rationale 

Water control structures on these are& 
vould significantly reduce sediment and 
flood damage which totals over $32,000 
per year. Costs and visual impacts 
could be a negative factor and care mst 
be taken to keep site disturbance to a 
minimum as most of this watershed is 
mostly in the critical erosion condition 
class. 

C-rate with State and other federal 
agencies in establishing the need for 
sediment and flood watq retarding 
basins and provide row if structures 
are to be located on public lands. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Those impacts identified in the multiple use analysis done for watershed recommend- 
ation W-2.2, weld also apply to this recmmendation. 

Using the same rationale for the econanic portion the following would result: 

Acres in critical condition 
Per acre negative impact 

Total damage from watershed 

Cost per structure 
Totalnwnberof structures recamended 

Total cost of structures 

3520 
x$5 

$17,600 

$500 
30 

15,000 

--~---------------------- ---.---------------.-- 

Note: Attach additional sheets. if needed 

flnsfrrtclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



1 Name fbIFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity Sevic 
Watershed-Richfield Area 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-8.2 Step 3 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT’FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multinle Use Recommendation 

Reject the specialist recommendation 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. See 
RM. 

Evaluate upslope watershed conditions 
and coordinate with the USFS on water- 
shed improvement projects. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 
National Forest land exchange 
study (Refer to L-9) 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See rationale developed for multiple use 
ation as written. recommendat ion. 

Rationale 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase I inventory data 
used to identify treatment areas. 

Treatment to improve watershed 
conditions will be determined through the 
Rangeland monitoring program and the dev- 
elopment of Allotment Management Plans. 

The Rangeland monitoring program will provi 
a better basis for determining actual water 
shed condition. Coordinated planning 
involving A?IP and HMP development will 
provide a more effective watershed improve- 
ment program since grazing use is usually 
one of the major factors affecting water- 
shed condition. 

The construction of water control structure 
are of little value unless overland flows 
are reduced. The opportunities to reduce 
overland flow from the steep and rocky 
terrain, which presently receive little or 
no use, is not too likely. The type of 
treatment or control structures needed 
can be better determined at the time the 
AMPS and HMPs are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Transfer this area to the Fishlake 
National Forest for management. 
2. Contour trenching and furrowing area. 
3. Change grazing management. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

ffmstnrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name(MFPj 

Main V-v 
Activity 

an Pitch 
Objective Number 

w-9 

Objective 

Reduce SSF's in the following subwatershed area to the SSF's shown under column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present PropoSed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF from 

in SSF with if no treatment proposed 
W.S. treatment or reduction to 

treatment specific nqt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Axhandle Canyon 4290 63 59 65 6 
Left Hand Fork 2485 is 58 66 8 
Rock Canyon 860 57 64 7 
Dry Canyon 1805 62 56 65 9 

737 64 59 68 9 
, 

Timber Canyon 
Maple Canyon 960 66 62 68 6 

Reduce average annual sediment yield from public lands in the San Pitch Watershed 
frm 79 acre-feet to 70 acre-feet. 

Rationale 

Step 3 URA identified 12% of this watershed in the critical erosion condition class 
and nukes up nearly 14,000 acres. 

Flood flows from Axhandle Canyon, Timber Canyon, Hells Kitchen Canyon, Maple Canyon, 
Dry Canyon, and Mellor Canyon have caused flood and sediment damage to Gunnison, 
Fayette, adjacent farm land, roads, and irrigation canals and ditches. Approx- 
imately $6,000 in damage occurs yearly as a result of flood flaws. E&M policy is 
to attempt to control erosion and prevent flood and sediment damage. 

_-. -- -- 
(instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fMFPI 

Mowin V&Jev 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Pitch 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W-9.1 Step 3 

Reccmnendation w-9.1 Rationale 

Construct 125-150 water control struct- Water control structures are needed to 
urcs especially at the higher elevations redme the amimt of se&Ent loss caused 
dcwn the center of this watershed area by run-off. 
in Tinber Canyon, Hells Kitchen Canyon, 
Dry Fork, Axhandle Canyon, Mellor Canyon, 
and Maple Canyon. Includes approx. 7400 
acres in extent. 
stabilize these structures (which are to 
be gulley plugs) by seeding a rhizon- 
atous 

v-m 

grassbehindthe structure. 

---------------------me- 

Multiple Use Analvsis 

---------------- 

Those impacts identified in the mltiple use analysis 
4 ( ' Azion W-2.2, would also apply to this recomen dation. 

using the same rationale for the economic portion the 

Acres in critical condition 
Per acre negative impact 

Total damage fro-n watershed 

11,137 
x $5 

Cbstper structure $500 
Tbtal~nmber of structures reccrranended 125 

%&al cost of structures 

&$e for watershed recanmend- 

following would result: 

$55,686 

62,500 

Savings from Improvements (-1s 6,814 . 

The economicsofbuilding thismany controlstmctures &es notjustifythe cost. 
Any nmber of control structures less than 111 would show some kind of psitive 
affect economically. Benefits would be realized, in any event, by the qmstruct- 
ion of the dams if they were strategically placed to obtain the highest retention 
of sediment. 
------------------------------------------------- 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lrrs:rrrrrions ix* reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Decision Rationale 

Name (/WFP) 

Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-San Pitch 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1W-9.1 step 3 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and 
provide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the devel- 
opment of A.llotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. See 
RM 1, la and 4. 

- 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan. 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase I inventory data 
used to identify treatment areas. Treat- 
ment to improve watershed conditions will 
be determined through the Rangeland monit- 
oring program and the development of Allot- 
ment Management Plans and/or Habitat 
Management Plans 

The Rangeland monitoring program will 
provide a better basis for determining 
actual watershed needs, The construction 
of water control structures are of little 

,value unless overland flows are reduced. 
The opportunities to reduce overland flow 
from the steep and rocky terrain, which 
presently receive little or no use, is not 
too likely. Coordinated planning involving 
AMP and HMP development will provide a more 
effective watershed improvement program 
since grazing use is usually one of the 
major factors affecting watershed condition 

The type of treatment or control structures 
needed can be better determined at the 
time the AMPS and HMPs are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

1. Contour trenchinr.and furrowing area. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(1nslntcfion.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES Name ChlFPJ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT MB 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
UafPrshed-San Pit-d-, 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-g 2 Step 3 

Recomnendation W-9.2 

Restrict use for approximately g].@l 
acres up Axhandle Canyon above Ephraim 

or any other surface disturbing 
to exclude grazing, offroad vehicle use, 

Rationale 

Thisisa 
than a 2% 

use. 

steep waste area with less 
foliage cover and is a 
sedimentdamagetothecormuni~ 

of Epi-lmim. Steep slopes and shallow 
soils limit management alternatives to 
restricting use. 

source of 

--------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Impacts analyzed in the Mountain Valley Raqge EIS. -Noother significant impacts 
have been identified for the other resource values or MFP recomnen dations. 

Multiple Use Reccmnen d&ion 

1. Continue to graze allotments with 
Arapien shales in them as usual. 

2.' Continue to allow present uses by 
ORV and mineral exploration, with 
proper stipulations. 

3. Do not allow activities which cause 
large areas of disturbance through blad- 
ing or earth work. 

4. Monitor ORV use and where it con- 
tributes ti excessive erosion close the 
areas affected. 

5. Include surface protection stipulat- 
ions on all authorization for this area. 

Support Requirements . 

1. Monitor grazing use. 
2. Monitor ORV use. 
3. Stipulation for surface protect- 
ion in authorizations. 

----------.---w-M------ 

Rationale 

1. The areas of concernarethe . 
steep side slopes into the numerous 

'canyons in the Axhandle Canyon. 
The areas of critical concern 
receivesnovehicularuseand 
little if any livestock use. 

Closing the entire 
area to all uses would not contribute 
anythingtotheenhananentof 
watershed conditions in the side 
slopes of these canyons. 

Waters'fran Axhandle area & not 
reach Ephraim; Utah. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Watershed management planning 
for the Axhandle area. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 Il1.~!r/frliol,s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Watershed-San Pi trh 

OverIay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 w-g.2 Step 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications: 

a> Implement livestock grazing reduc- 
tions on the Fayette Cattle and Rough 
Canyon Allotments. See Range Decisions 
RM-la. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as des- 
cribed in the Range Management decisions. 
See RM. 

c> Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatment and/or grazing 
systems through the development of 
Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plan. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management Plan 

See rationale developed for the 
multiple use recommendation. 

The rangeland program has been analyzed 
in Mountain Valley EIS and the best grazing 
use decisions were chosen to meet the needs 
of livestock and wildlife while protecting 
the vegetation resource and the watershed. 

ORV use in these areas is not considered 
to be a significant contributing factor to 
the erosion condition class. The topograpf 
is characterized by steep inclines which 
does not attract ORV users. The ORV monitc 
ing program will be implemented to provide 
surveillance, especially on the areas that 
are considered to be in severe and critical 
erosion condition. Appropriate adjustments 
will be made if ORV use is found to be the 
detrimental use within the watershed. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of 
the Phase I data used to determine the SSF' 
Many of the areas identified as being in 
severe or critical condition were found to 
be in better condition after field checks 
were made. Because of this discrepancy, 
a monitoring program will be established a: 
outlined under the Range Management 
decisions. Watershed problems identified 
as a result of the monitoring program 
relating to grazing use will be addressed 
through the development of Allotment 
Management Plans and/or Habitat Management 
Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lnslnicfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPj 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Watershed-Valley Mont& 
Objective Number 

W-16 

Objective 

Reduce the SSF in the DenmaYrk Wash subwatershed area to the value shmunder column 
heading 'Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment': 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present prapoSed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF fran 

in SSF with ifnotreatment proposed 
W.S. treatmentor reduction to 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

given 

Denmark Wash 410 69 64 73 9 

Reduce sedimnt yield from 75 acre-feet per year to 70 acre-feet per year. 

Aationale 

Although only one small area was found to be in the critical erosion condition.class 
(DenmaxkWash) instep 3 URA, there are large areas that are inahighmderate 
category thatcouldboccme critical if notproperlymanaged. Hayes Canyon, StJedes 
CanyonandLoneCedar Canyonare typical areas that are a sourcemof flood flows 
and sediment damage annually. 

Erosion prevention and reduction are consistentwithBI;MPolicy. 

------- 
(Instructions on reverse)’ Form 1600--20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

1 Name fJ1FP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activitv 

Wat&shed-Valley Mountair 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-lO.&ep 3 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recomendation; W-10.1 Rationale 

Construct 15-20 water control structures, Small structures such as gulley plugs 
primarily gulley plugs in smiler erod- would significantly retain sediment or 
ing channels in the Denmark Wash area. silt and help control flood and sed- 

imentation damage. 

Multiple Use Analvsis 

Those irqacts identified in the mltiple use analysis done for watershed recamend- 
ation R-2.2, would also apply to this recommendation. 

Using the same rationale for the economic portion the following would result: 

Acres in critical condition 
Per acre negative impact 

410 
$5 

lbtal damage frm watershed $ 2,050 

Costper structure 
Total nurrber of structures Reccmended 

$500 
20 

Total cost of structures $10,000 

Savings frm Improvements t-1 $ 7,950 

The cost of constructing 20 control structures is not justified in terms of dollars 
spentmsus &mars saved. 'lhe break even point in terms of benefit/cost would 
justify four structures. This may not, however, inthelong runhavebeenenough 
structures to accanplish the objective identified for the Valley Mountain watershed. 
___---------------------------------------- 

\ i ____~ ._.. -. -- -_----. --._ .- --. -- . . ..-I \ ..-. -_ .-- _.^. .-- .._. -. --. -_---_-- _\ 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Il?.~??/lr/ions on reuerse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (ill F P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Watershed-Valley Mountain 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1W-10.1 step 3 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 

Identify the watershed needs and pro- 
vide land treatments, watershed 
control structures and grazing systems 
on watershed-problem areas as deter- 
mined appropriate through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans and/ 
or Habitat Management Plans. See RM-4. 

There seems to be a question as to the 
accuracy of the Phase I inventory data used 
to identify treatment areas. Treatment to 
improve watershed conditions will be deter- 
mined through the Rangeland monitoring 
program and the development of Allotment 
Management Plans and/or Habitat Management 
Plans. 

Evaluate upslope watershed conditions 
and coordinate with the USFS on water- 
shed improvement projects. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Project design and layout 

llotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

The Rangeland monitoring program will 
provide a better basis for determining 
actual watershed needs. The construction 
of water control structures are of little 
value unless overland flows are reduced. 

erland flow 
in, which 
use, is not 

The opportunities to reduce ov 
from the steep and rocky terra 
presently receive little or no 
too likely. 

Coordinated planning involving - _ AMP and HMP 
development will provide a more effective 
watershed improvement program since grazing 
use is usually one of the major factors 
affecting watershed condition. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

The type of treatment and control structures 
needed can be better determined at the time 
the AMPS and HMPs are developed. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Contour trenchi@md fUrrOWing area. 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Insfnrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name fMFPj 

l3V 
Activity 

Watexshed-Mayfi eld 
Objective Number 

w-11 

Objective 

Reduce the SSF's in the following watershed areas to the SSF's shmn under column 
heading "Proposed Reduction in SSF with W.S. treatment": 

Subwatershed 
Area 

Acreage Present Proposed Anticipated Change in 
SSF Reduction SSF in 25 yrs. SSF frcm 

in SSF with ifnotreatmnt proposed 
w-i-3, treatment or reduction to 

treatment specific mgt. anticipated 
considerations SSF 

aiven 

Willow Creek 571 67 62 71 9 
Twist Canyon 1390 67 63 70 7 

Reduce average annual sediment yield frm public lauds in the Mayfield Watershed 
Area frcm 33 acre-feet per year to 29 acre feet per year. 

Rationaie 

Step 3 URA identified 18% of the Mayfield Watershed Area in the cricitcal erosion 
condition class. Flood flows and sediment damage occurs yearly to Mayfield and 
surrounding farms and irrigation ditches. It is consistent with Bureau policy 
and public legislation to control erosion and prevent flood and sedimant damage 
both on and off of public lands. 

-~ zzz=Z_-= ----- - 

(fnstrucfions on reverse) 
Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Vallev 
Activity 

Watershed-Mayfield 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-11.1 Step 3 

Recommendation W-11.1 Rationale 

Restrict use of a large portion of the 
Mayfield Cattle, Gunnison Valley and 
Axtell Allotments to exclude grazing, 
off-road vehicle use, or any other 
surface disturbing activity. The 
areas are shown on the attached quad- 
sheet sections 

The North White Hills are mostly in the 
barren waste subtype with as much as 
75-802 bare ground, a shallow effective 
root depth, and some steep slopes. SSF 
was high even with intensified managemen 
Usable forage is limited in these areas 
and the exclusion of livestock could 
allow some native vegetation to return. 
This area includes approximately 1700 
acres. 

South White Hills is characterized by 
considerable sheet and gulley erosion, 
steep slopes, shallow soils and a low 
vegetation density. It includes approx- 
imately 560 acres. 

South Redmond Peak is relatively flat ar 
characterized by active gulley erosion. 
The area has been severely over-utilize 
by sheep and sheep trails are actively 
eroding into small gullies. The area 
also lies adjacent to private land and 
could have trespass problems. The area 
contains approximately 160 acres. 

Phase I Watershed data was verified for 
a majority of this area with several 
occular estimates of SSF's being in the 
60 to low 70 range. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Analysis of the vegetal cover and rangeland condition of the watershed can be 
found in the Mountain Valley EIS. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

lfnsfrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAidEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

1. Continue to graze allotments with 
arapien shales in them as usual. 

2. Continue to allow present uses 
by ORV and mineral exploration, with 
proper stipulations. 

3. Do not allow activities which 
cause large area of disturbance 
through blading or earth work. 

4. Monitor ORV use and where it con- 
tributes to excessive erosion close 
the areas affected. 

5. Include surface protection stip- 
ulations on all authorization for 
this area. 

Support Needs 

1. Grazing use Monitoring 
2. Compliance inspections 
3. Monitor ORV use. 
4. Realty and minerals stipulations 
on authorizations. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommenda- 
tion with the following modifica- 
tions. 

See rationale developed for the multiple use 
recommendation. 

a) Reduce the livestock grazing in 
the Axtell, Gunnison Valley and 
Mayfield Cattle Allotments. See 
RM 2 and 3. 

Livestock grazing will be reduced to help 
alleviate the grazing pressure on some of the 
severe and critical erosion areas. The range- 
land program has been analyzed in the Mountain 
Valley EIS and the best grazing use decisions 
were chosen to meet the needs of livestock and 
wildlife while protecting the vegetation resource 
and the watershed. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM 2 and 3. 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Mayfield 
Overlay Reference 

Step lW-11.1 Steo 3 

Rationale 

The Arapien member of the Mancos shale is a highl; 
saline soil which supports sparse vegetation 
under the best of conditions. In most cases the 
vegetation is not adequate for complete soil 
stability. Usually grazing livestock are not 
attracted to, nor, under normal grazing use these 
areas due to steep terrain and low volume of 
forage production. 

Most of the erosion from these shales are believ- 
ed to be geological and occur whether any use 
occurs or not. 

The Mayfield and Gunnison Valley allotment are 
being combined with intensive grazing systems 
planned. This will help watershed conditions 
overall for this area. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Fence off Arapien shale areas excluding all 
uses. 

2. Close area to grazing. 

3. Close area to ORV 

4. Close area to OGG exploration. 

ORV use in these areas is not considered to be 
c) Identify watershed needs and imple- a significant contributing factor to the erosion 
ment land treatment and/or grazing condition class. The topography is characterized 
systems through the development of by steep inclines which does not attract ORV user 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

tInslrrtcli0n.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name fMFP) 

DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Watershed-Mayfield 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W-11.1 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) 

Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Rationale (cont'd) 

An ORV monitoring program will be implemented 
to provide surveillance especially on the areas 
that are considered to be in severe and critical 
erosion condition. Appropriate adjustments will b 
made if ORV use is found to be the detrimental 
use within the allotment. 

There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the 
Phase f data used to determine the SSFs. Some 
of the areas identified as being in severe or 
critical condition were found to be in better 
condition after field checks were made. Because 
of this discrepancy, a monitioring program will 
be implemented as outlined under the Range 
Management decisions. Watershed problems identifj 
as a result of the monitoring program relating 
to grazing use will be.addressed through the 
development of Allotment Management Plans and/ 
or Habitat Management Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ilns!rr~cfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

, Watershed objective 
Objective Number 

w-12 

Objective 

Manage the Manning Creek, Junction, LIurkee, Grass Valley, and Fountain Green Phase I 

Watershed areas as is to maintain or lower the SSF's and sediment yield rates at 
their present values. This includes approximately 160,000 acres. 

Rationale 

Maintaining watershed conditions at present values and allowing no further deter- 
ioration to these watersheds is consistent with ED4 policy where erosion levels are 
within the accept& limits for the given conditions of the watershed. 

-- - 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity objectives 

9dditional Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step lW-12 . 1 Step 3 

Decision (cont'd) Rationale (cont'd) 

d) Implement the grazing program 
as outlined in the Range Management 

implemented as Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans are 

decisions. See RM l,la,2,3, and 4. developed. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
ORV Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ilnslrrtctions OR reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (AIFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-12.1 Step 3 
ivc 

Reccnrnendation W-12.1 Rationale 
Donowatershed treatments 0ntheManning 
Creek, Junction, Durkee, Grass Valley and Keeping flood and sediment damage at a 
Fountain Green Watersheds except to main- minjmum is consistent with BLM policy. 
tain erosion rates and sediment yields at 
their present values. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No conflicts with resource URA values and JWP re ccnrmendations were evident. 

------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Recommendation Reason 

1. Continue present management & uses. 1. Present uses meet watershed require- 
ments. 

: ?. Donotconstructwatershedstruct- 
ures in recanme ndation area. 

Support Requirements Alternatives Considered 

None None 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the fqllowing modifica- 
tions. 

a) Implement the grazing program as 
outlined on the Range Management 
decisions. See RM l,la,2,3 and 4. 

b) Conduct watershed studies as 
described in the Range Management 
decisions. See RM l,la,2,3 and 4. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

Current management practices are not expect 
to negatively impact the lands‘in these 
watersheds. The rangeland program has been 
analyzed in the Mountain Valley EIS and the 
best grazing use decisions were chosen to 
meet the needs of livestock and wildlife 
while protecting the vegetation resource 
and the watershed. 

c) Identify watershed needs and 
implement land treatments and/or 
grazing systems through the 
development of Allotment Manage- 
ment Plans and/or Habitat Manage- 

I ' ment Plans. . . 

Note: Attach additional.sheets, if needed 

rl,,.~!r/rc/ion.s on rem-we) 

The watershed studies as outlined under thr 
Range Management decisions and the ORV 
Monitoring Program are expected to identify 
any problemareas which may require remedial 
action. 

Watershed needs requiring land treatments ( 
Grazing systems will be identified and 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 1 Name fMFPI 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Unit Wide 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

W-13 

Cbjective 

Restore, maintain, improve and quantify water quality and yield for both on and 
off-site uses. 

Meet State and Federal water quality standards and cmply with State 208 Best Manage- 
ment practices. 

Rationale 

This cbjective has been identified as.a long term abjective in BLM Manual Section 
1603.123. 

PL 93-523 requires that a water quality monitoring program be initiated for all public 
water supplies. 

PL 94-579 describes in detail the hydrologic input that must be included in land sales, 
exchanges, leases and withdrawals and does include the quantification of quality and 
quantity of waters. 

rL 92-500, especially sections ,102 and 201 recognizes the need for water resources 
data collection and analysis on a continuing basis. 

. 

Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

I Name (IV F P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Watershed-Unit Wide 

Overhy Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W-13. IStep 3 

Recommendation W-13.1 

Meet all Bureau of Land Management 
water needs by protecting waters 
thrcxdgh F&era1 Rcscrved t?ater Rights 
and approprintcd rights. After 
water needs are precisely deterxkxzd 
for the planning area additional pr- 
chases of waters may writ considerat- 
ion if needs are determined. 

Rationale 

Protection of water rights and establish- 
rnent of water needs (both consuxptive 
and non-consumptive uses) is of crit.Lcal 
concern and has been identified in White 
House and Washington Office rcccraqda. 
The EXecutive Order of April 17, 1326 
allows us to make any lands Pub.lic Water 
Reserve Withdrawals provided the waters 
were in existence and in use prior to 
October 21, 1976 by sirr~ply noting these 
areas as Public Water Resemes on Public 
Land Status Records. All waters in the 
MVPA should be so designated. 
______-------------- 

Multiple Use AtEi1ySi.S 

No conflicts with resource.URA values or MFP re cormnendations were evident. 

Multiple Use Peccxmnekktion Rationale 

Take appropriate and necessary actions 'Water rights are essential to maintain 
to ensure water rights to meet Bureaus viableBureaumanagementprograms. 
needs. 

SuppcxtRequirements .Alternatives Considered 

1. Designation of Federal Water Reserves. None 

2. Filings on unappropriated waters. 

3. Water resource managenEnt planning. 

Decision Rationale 
Accept the multiple use recommend- . See rationales developed for specialist and 
ation as written. multiple use recommendatiqts. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I I!ls?rcJcliot7.s on rer,ersc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fh1FP.J 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

. . Wstemlt Wide 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1W-13 2 Step 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifica- 
tions. 

a) Identify those streams, springs 
and seeps which may be impacted from 
authorized uses on public lands and 
continue to monitor water quality. 

It is impossible to monitor all water source 
as specified in the specialist recommendatio 
because of access problems due to weather 
conditions and manpower needs. 

Identifying those water sources which could 
be impacted from authorized uses would 
insure adequate protection for these waters 
eliminating the need to monitor the others. 

b) Establish a monitoring program in 
FY 1982. 

Support Needs 

Water quality Monitoring Plan 
Personnel to collect samples. 

i 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnslrtrctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR' 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (hlFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step W-13* 3 Step 3 

Recmndation w-13.3 Rationale 

Monitor sediment yield of all surface 
waters flowing through public lands. 
xonj-tor at boundaries where water enters 
and exits public lands to determine in- 
crease in sedtient yield fran ptilic 
lands. 

Determination of effe&s of various land 
nmagclnat md treatment alternatives 
on water quality is of critical knpxtanc 
inevaluating the suitdility of that 
alternative. Critical areas to evaluate 
are Lost Creek, Eeaver Crezk, Pine Creek, 
and Monroe Creek. Monitoring sediit~~nt 
yield will also detenxine the effeotiven: 
quantitatively of other watershed treat- 
rrkent objectives. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recomnendation would have the same impacts as those identified for W-13.2. 

Multiple Use Ream dation .Rationale 

Continue to monitor water quality as 
funds penxit or as priorities dictate. 

SupportRequiremnts 

1. Gathering Water Samples 
2. Analyzing samples 
3. Coiq2iling data. 

Decision 

Water quality monitoring required by law. 

Water quality data is required as a basis 
for specific Bureau programs and projects, 

Alternatives cdnsidered 

None 

Rationale 

The water quality monitoring plan will be 
established to assure adequate sampling of 
water quality throughout the Mountain Valle) 
Resource Area. 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modifications. 
a) Establish a water'quality monitoring 
plan in 'FY-1982. 
Support Needs 
Water quality monitoring plan 
Personnel to collect samples 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f /l,.~!r//rtio,?.r on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the provision that all 
reservoir maintenance, modification 
and/or construction will be coordin- 
ated through the development of 
Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. See 
Range Management decisions. 

Support Needs 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Name fMFPI 

Plountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Unit Wide 
Overlay Reference 

Step lW-13.4 Step 3 

See rationale developed for multiple use 
recommendation. 

All range improvements should be coordinated 
and handled through the development of 
AMPS and HMPs to assure efficient use of 
both manpower and funds. Priorities can 
be better identified and more effective 
long range management goals accomplished. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~instntcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reconxndation W-13.4 - -- 

Maintain all stcckwatering reservoirs 
to prevent seepage losses. Reservoirs 
that have silt& up will be cleaned 
oizt and bentonited. Scme stcxkwater- 
ing reservoirs have had brush coma 
back in them and ne.ed cleaning. Spec- 
ific reservoirs that appear to need 
attention are Lund Reservoirs 3 and 4, 
Windy Ridge Reservoir, Fish Lake res- 
ervoir, and Fotash Reservoir. Dam 
stabilization with rhizomatous grasses 
is recorraxended. 

Name fAlFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1w-l~ 4 Step 3 

Rationale 

Retaining water for livestock use will 
benefit watershed conditions by allow- 
ing for a better overall utilization 
of range lands. Areas around reservoirs 
-will be overutiliz&i somewhat, hcwever 
these sacrifice areas near waters are 
worth the overall increase in distribut- 
ion of livestock over grazing lands. 
Removal of sediment from reservoirs which 
serve the dual purpose of sediment re- 
tention should be cleaned out to allow 
for increased sediment storage. 

___------------------------------------- --- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would& a low positive impact to range and watershed as outlined in the 
rationale for W-13.4. No conflicts other than the one of overutilization around the 
affected reservoirs have been identified for resource URA values or MFF recxxtnendations. 
------------------------------------------- 

MUltipk Use Recmtion Reason 

Continuetomaintain stockwatering Maintenance of reservoirs on a planned 
reservoirs on a planned and continuing 
basis. 

basisispartofthe rangemanagement 
and wildlife program. 

support REtquirements Alternatives Considered 

1. Project wons None 
2. Prioritizing maintenance work. 
3. Contract preparation and supervision. 

. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~ll,.~:roclions on rcI/crsFJ 

- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name CblF P1 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 
Watershed-Unit Wide 
Overlay Reference 

Step lw-13.5 Step 3 

Recommendation W-13-5 

Develop unproductive springs to 
increase water quality and yield. 
Fence spring developments. 

Rationale 

Increasing water quality and yield will 
benefit livestock and wildlife and will 
improve watershed conditions by allowing 
for a better distribution of grazing animals 

Silt is to be cleaned out of troughs 
and head boxes at al.1 spring develop- 
ments on a regular basis. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be a low to moderate positive impact for range, wildlife and watershed for 
those reasons identified in W-13.5 rationale. 
_____________-_------------- ---_______-_____ 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

1. Continue to develop springs on 
a planned and priority basis. 

2. Maintain facilities. 

Support Requirements Alternatives Considered 

1. Determination of water needs 
2. Determine development feasibility. 
3. Project planning, EAR, design and 
1 ayout . 
4. Contract preparation and supervision. 
5. Labor and supervision 

1. Extension of existing pipelines. 
2. Wells at identified areas of need. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommenda? 
tion with the provision that the need 
for such developments be identified 
and the construction authorization be 
coordinated through the development 
of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. 

Support Needs 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Rat ionale 

Springs can be an effective Management tool 
in terms of animal distribution and main- 
tenance. Every effort should be made to 
identify and improve those undeveloped 
springs which would improve range condition: 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendat ion. 

All range improvements should be prioritize 
and coordinated through AMP and HMP develop 
ment to assure the most effective use of 
manpower and funds. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

ffnsfrrrrfions on reuersel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

. 
M-w 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reccxnnendation W-13.6 
&Rationale 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w-13 6 Step 3 

Repair painted Rock raintrap, Plateau 
Guzzler, and devel.op a water catch- 
ment in Section 20 T. 21 S., R. 1 E. 
for Wildlife use only. 

Repair and development of wildlife 
guzzlers or catcbmts will assist in 
providing better distribution of wild- 
life utilization of forage of these 

There would be a low positive 
rationale for W-13.6. 

--------------- 

Multiple Use Rmdation 

1. Make necessary repairs. 
' with planned use of water. 

Supp0rtRsquirements 

areas. ---------------------~~~~~~~~ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

impact to wildlife for the reasons identified in the 

---------------------------- 

Continue 

1. Labor to perform repairs. 

Decision 

&cent the multiple use recommendation 
with the provision that the need for any 
guzzler or catchment developments will be 
identified and coordinated through the 
development of Allotment Management Plans 
and/or Habitat Management Plans. 

Support Needs 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Rationale 

1. Laxgeamountof funds are invested in 
these facilities and the water is needed 
for effective management. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Haul water to facility site. 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 

All range improvements should be prioritizei 
and coordinated through AMP and HMP develop- 
ment to assure the mose effective use of 
manpower and funds. 

i 
. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

!lus~nrr/ions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Unit Wide 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-13.7 Step 3 

Recmmendation W-13.7 Rationale 

Maintain or improve stiea&ank vegetative 
cover on al? live strems in order to 
prevent further stxeambank instability; 
and damage to the ripariax zones. Maint- 
ain streambank vegetative cover at 80% 
a3d ivplencnt streambark plantings 
identified in the Otter Creek XNP. 

US0 TM 77-290 identifies the need to maint- 
ain streambank vegeta,tive cover at 8G% 
in order to prevent degredation of water 
quality of streams traversing through 
public lands. EO 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands, identifies the need to mintain 
ard improve riparim zones and the related 
impact on water quality. The 5xpact of 
grazing on streambank stability needs to be 
documented on all live streams in the MVPA 
and additioml recmendations will be in- 
cluded as the needs are identified. 

------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

No conflicts with other.resource URA values and MFP ret mmndations were evident. 
Maintenance has been in progress and is part of the Otter Creek HMP. 

Multiple Use Remmendation 

1. Continue to do Wildlife Habitat -.-- _ _ 
and All&&.& J&+ii&t P'lans'to \ 
identify specific streams and sites 
which need attention. 

2. In@ment practices and install 
prcjectsidentifiedinappmved . .-. 
Wildlife Habitat and---AllOtment 'i - _-._ __-. 
Managementplans. 

Sup~rtRequirerrents 

1. Watershed and Wildlife Management 
planning. 
2. Management plan implementation. 
3. Project pl arming and layout. 
4. Contract preparation and supervision. 
5. Labor and supervision. 

Rationale 

Approved management plans which identify 
problems, practices and projects are 
necessary prior to actual work. 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~luz:ntclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (h1F Pl 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Watershed-Unit Wide 
Overlay Reference 

Step ‘W-13.7 Step 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

Streambank vegetative cover will be imp- 
roved where needed and maintained where it 
is in good condition. Improving or main- 
taining the cover at 80% is an idealistic 
goal which may not always be possible. 
Achieving this goal will depend on the 
natural streambank characteristics and the 
types of use occurring. us0 IM 77-290 
expired as of September 30, 1980. Every 
effort will be made to improve streambank 
stability where problem areas have been 
identified but realistic vegetative cover 
goals will be determined on a case by case 
basis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(rJ7sln/c/ions on reve7sel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 





UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W-J 3 +ep 3 

Reccmnendation 

Designate the 77,478 acres of critical 
deer winter concentration areas as Areas 
of Critical Enrivonmental Concern. 
The areas are: Marysvale Front, Elbow 
Ranch, Foothills of Monroe~untain 
southof Monroe, ThompsonBasin, Sage- 
Flat/Lost Creek, and Black Mountain to 
the Mayfield Front. 
The allotments involved are: 
Sanpete P.U. 

N. Hollow 
Middle Hollow 
South Hollow 

: ?ole Canyon 
'._ o&nni.son Valley 

N. Sevier P.U. 

chicken coop 
Lost Creek 
Gyp- 
Sand Ledges 
Sall"s Meadcsw 
Washburn 
Jones 
Hunt 
MonroeCoop 

Piute P.U. 

Durkee 
Manning creek 
osd= 
Tate 
Elarysvale 
Deer Flat 
Ten Mile 
Piute Dam 
Junction 

i Pearson-Lewis 
"P" Hill 

sqqx-t Needs: 

1680 ac. 
962 ac. 

2096 ac. 
5240 ac. 

11733 
21,765 ac. 

7269 ac. 
3893 ac. 
9307 ac. 
2934 ac. 
2596 ac. 

607 ac. 
371 ac. 
950 ac. 

5609 ac. 
33,536 ac. 

470 ac. 
3900 ac. 

893 ac. 
779 ac. 

1963 ac. 
339 ac. 

4232 ac. 
221 ac. 

6316 ac. 
1375 ac. 
1689 ac. 

22,177 ac. 

Rationale 

The draft regulations on Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern provide that, wild- 
life areas that are essential to the life 
cycle of a species or area a key canponent 
to natural processes, can be designated 
as ACEC's per Sections 201 and 202 of 
P.L. 94-579. 

Sincetheproductivityof themajor 
portion of the herd units effected is 
dependent on these concentration areas, 
they could be considered key canpments 
to a natural process. Winter range is 
the limiting factor for all of the herd 
units in this Planning Area. These small 
segments of thewinterrange are definitely 
the m&sensitive segments. They should 
be mnitored mre closely to watch the 
trend of mule deer habitat. Maintenance 
of the mle deer.habitat should take 
precedent over all other grazing animals 
or other land uses. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 
Issue a grazing decision concerning 
all allotments containing critical 
deer winter range which incorporates 
the following items: 

a. An identification that critical 
deer winter range lies within the 
boundary of the allotment. 

b. Notification that a monitoring 
program has been established to 
critically assess the condition of 
this range on an annual basis. 

I 'n addition, attempts will be made 
co obtain a cooperative agreement 
with the livestock operator which 
identifies the need to protect 
critical 'deer winter range located 
within the allotment and should an 
emergency situation arise as 
described under the rules and 
regulations for Grazing Admini- 
stration Subpart 4120.3 Closure to 
Livestock, temporarily close the 
allotment or a portion of the 
allotment to grazing by any kind 
of livestock for the period of 
time needed to'correct the problem. 

Habitat Management Plans and 
Allotment Management Plans VW? 
specifically address critical deer 
winter range in terms of habitat 
needs and a program established 
which identifies range improvement 
projects which will improve or 
maintain the vitality of the 
critical winter range while meeting 
the forage needs of both livestock 
and wildlife. 

Name CMF P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 b/L-3.1 Step 3 

Deer winter concentration areas do not need 
an A.C.E.C. designation to be provided 
proper protection. Under current existing 
laws, special management techniques will be 
used to assure the vitality of the habitat 
area and to provide a means of initiating 
immediate action to protect the critical 
winter range when the situation warrants. 

Obtaining a cooperative agreement is the 
best method for handling sensitive areas of 
this nature. Securring the livestock 
operator‘s cooperation in recognizing the 
importance of the critical deer winter 
range for maintaining a healthy deer herd 
and the possible need to temporarily re- 
strict grazing in emergency situations 
would hel.p avoid the need to formally 
invoke a notice of closure and the possible 
appeal and resultant bad public relations. 

Cooperation would help produce better AMPS 
and HMPs which will benefit both livestock 
and wildlife. Priorities can be better 
established to meet the range needs and 
help eliminate the necessity to restrict 
grazing on any portion of the allotment. 

The Category 2 - Open area subject to 
Special Stipulations will provide the land 
manager with the authority to mitigate 
impacts that could result to the critical 
winter range from oil and gas activity. 
Leases would be issued under the terms of 
the standard stipulations and any additional 
special stipulation to protect the critical 
winter range. 

To insure that all uses which could have a 
detrimental affect to the critical winter 
range are monitored, it is important that 
ORV use and its impacts be evaluated since 
the entire Planning Area has been designated 
"0 en" 

'; 
to ORVs. See Recreation Decision 

R- . 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ir~slntcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES ' 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFdAMEiVORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (h1FPJ 
. 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 lclL 3.1 Step 3 

Designate all critical deer winter 
range. with a Category 2, Oil and 
Gas Leasing classification. See 
Minerals decision M-3.1. 

Monitor ORV use 
damage is being 
critical winter 
use. 

Support Needs 

to insure that no 
caused to the 
range from such 

Cooperative Agreements 
Grazing Decisions 
Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 

(1 
Habitat Nanagement Plans 
Dil and Gas Leasing Stipulations 
ORV Monitoring Plan 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- See Rationale developed for the multiple 
ation as written. use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fl~zslrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recomnendation 

Change livestock season of use in the 
Gunnison Valley, ticken Coop, Gypsum, 
Monroe Coop, Ten Mile, and Junction 
allotments to spring use only, and re- 
duce the livestcck preference in Monroe 

Coop by 20%. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 Iv.~!rrtr/ions on reverse) 

Rationale 

Name fh1FPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 m- 3.2Step 3 

All of these allotments are located within 
oneof the concentrationareas discussed 
under WL-3.1. Livestock use in,these areas 
during the currentfallandwinter seasons 
is directly competitive with wintering mule 
deer. Since theseareas arecriticalto 
the wintering mule deer populations, lives- 
tock should not be allcwed to remove forage 
prior to the mule deer arrival, or compete 
directlywithwinteringmuledeer. Fall 
and winter use of the same areas by both 
livestock and wildlife, especially if mule 
dee.r populations increase substantially, 
will cause deterioration of brcmse condition. 
Typically such deteriorations are not notice- 
able until they are well underway and re- 
covery takes far longer than the deteriorat- 
ion. When the deterioration occurs and 
during the recoveryperiodthe carrying cap- 
acity of the mule deer habitat could be re- 
duced enough to cause a marked decrease in 
the herd's productitity. Public demand for 
consumptive and non-consumptive use of 
this resource is too high to risk such de- 
creases. -. -. - 

Of the listed allotments Monroe Ccop present: 
the most cmplex problem. This allotment is 
under a three pasture rest rotation system 
which periodically concentrates winter live- 
stock use along a critical mule deer con- 
centration area in the western foothills of 
MonroeMountain. If this livestock use 
period should coincide with a hard winter, 
livestock/wildlife. competition could become 
intense, resulting in increaseddeerwinter 
kill and negative impacts on browse condit- 
ion. This allotment management plan, as 
written, was intendedto increase thelive- 
stock carrying capacity-by 20% after range 
improvemnthadoccurred. The 20% increase 
was administratively granted @mediately 
when the permittees signed,the. License 
use has not been up to full preference level 
but the allotment's trend remains static and 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL 3.2Step 3 cont. 

over 50% of the allotment is only in fair 
condition. At the very least, this 20% 
increase in preference should be removed 
since the livestock carrying capacity 
obviously is not 1017 AUM's. If the 
allotment were stocked to full preference 
the impacts on wintering mule deer would 
be undesirable, since the carrying capa- 
city is not there. 

Support Needs 

Activity Plan writing and modification. 

t . . 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~fnslrrrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name CblFPI 

Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL 3. B.cep 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommend- 
ation. 

Implement the grazing program as out- 
lined in the Range Management 
decisions for these allotments. See 
RM 1, 2 and 4. 

Provide adequate critical deer winter 
range protection as outlined in the 
Wildlife decision for critical winter 
range. See WL 3.1, 

Support Needs 

Cooperative Agreements 
Grazing Decisions 
Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation as written. 

It has not been adequately established that 
livestock grazing has been having a del- 
eterious affect on the browse needed for 
wildlife. Changing the season of use 
would conflict with the permittee ranch- 
ing operations and other solutions could 
be found which could benefit both live- 
stock and wildlife. Through development 
of AMPS and HMPs, land treatments and 
,grazing systems will be used to reduce 
or eliminate any adverse competition for 
forage between livestock and wildlife. 
Deer critical range will be protected by 
obtaining agreements with the permittee 
to avoid such areas during their grazing 
period. These allotments, for the most 
part, are in fair condition and static 
trend indicating current management 
practices are not causing adverse con- 
ditions. 

Rationale 

See Rationales developed for the multiple 
use recommendation, RMl, 2 and 4, and WL 
3.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(~nslrzrcfi0n.s on reverse) 

, 
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\ UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

n Vall~v 
Activity 

Objective Number 

WT. Lj 

Objective 

Provide forage and water on public lands sufficient for the present mle deer populat- 
ion of 15,917 and for an exmnded moulation of 30,132 mle deer by 1986. 

Rationale 

At the present time forage allocation for big game in this Planning~Area are either 
insufficient or non-existent. Winter range is the limiting factor for all of the 
herdunits foundwithinthis Planning Area. BIJI lands comprise a total of 41% 
of the winter range for all of the herd units within the Planning -ea. In order 
to insure that mule deer populations are maintained at least at present levels 
sufficient forage must be provided to allow the populations to winter with a min- 
imum of stress and maintain the high prcductivity of the herds. 

The nunkr of aiule deer hunters has declined slightly over the last few years in 
response to lower deer populations and more restricted hunts. Demand for the 

I 
' 

resource is still high and hunter numbers have increased high and hunter "numbers 
have increased scmzwhat in response to an increase in deer numbers. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, P.L. 94-579 Sec. 103 provides that the 
consumptive use of forage by livestock and wildlife be considered on an equal basis. 
We must therefore insure that adequate forage, and the water required to use it, is 
guaranteed. 

Hunting of mule deer is also a legitimate recreational activity with the side 
benefit of providing additional.red meat from public lands. The PAA estimate of 
deerhunterexpenditures intheP1 arming Area is over $800,000 with an estimated 
AUM value of up to $18.94 (lower values have been estimated, depending upon 
methodology). . 

1 Irtsfnrc!ions on rruersc) 

ir.. 
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Table I (Page l of 2) 

Mule Deer; Sanpete Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public'Lands'Only' 
Current Current Current 
Deer Deer Water AUM's 
Numbers AUM's Requirements Available 

1701 Antelope Valley 

1702 Apple Spring 

1703 Axhandle 

1704 Axtel 

1733 Dry Hill 

1705 Fayette Cattle 

1706 Flat Canyon 

1707 Gu-nnison Valley 

1708 Hayes Canyon 

{' 1709 Hop Creek 

1710 Horse Ridge 

1711 Indian Hollow 

1712 Little Valley 

1713 Lone Cedar 
,.. 

1714 Long Flat 

1715 Maple Canyon 

1716 Mayfield Cattle 

1717 Middle Hollow 

1718 North Hollow 

17?? Pole Canyon (R*PP-DWR) 

1719 Red Canyon 

1720 River 

(. ! 1721 'Rock Canyon 

1722 Rough Canyon 

357 308 84,609 1 

133 114 31,521 1 

239 206 '56,643 1 

133 114 31,521 1 

57 49 13,509 1 

,623 537 147,651 1 

170 145 40,290 1 

530 458 125,610 1 

2204 190 52,140 1 

34 30 8,058 1 

147 126 34,839 1 

88 76 20,856 T 

213 184 50,481 1 

4204 363 99,540 1 

265 229 62,805 1 

89 77 21,093 1 

0 35 0 

132 114 31,284 1 

241 208 57,117 1 

136 118 32,232 1 

257 222 60,909 1 

0 14 0 

246 212 58,302 1 

278 239 65,886 1 

581 

55 

209 

30 

27 

618 

143 

549 

198 

53 

84 

129 

466 

358 

112 

74 

35 

17 

38 

907 

14 

377 

157 



Table I (Page 2 of 2) 

Mule Deer; Sanpete Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

1723 San Pitch 

Public'tands'Only 
Current Current Current 
Deer Deer Water AUM's 
Numbers AUM's Requirements Available 

0 21 0 5 

1724 South Hollow 355 305 72,522 1 141 

1725 South Valley 346 298 82,002 1 227 

1726 Swedes Canyon 89 77 21,093 1 54' 

1727 Timber Canyon 723 623 171,351 1 707 

1728 Twelve Mile 13 11 3,081 1 9 

1729 Uinta 15 13 3,555 1 88 

1730 Under-the-Rim 34 29 8,058 1 32 

1731 West Side 97 84 22,989 1 96 

!I 1732 Wood Hollow 294 254 69,678 1 54 

6,974 6,083 7,641,225 1 6i644 

i . , . _ 



Table II 

Mule Deer - No. Sevier Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public Lands Only 
Current Current Current 

Deer Deer Water AUM's 
Numbers AUM's Requirements Available 

0200 

0201 

0202 

0219 

0203 

0224 

0220 

0204 

0205 

0206 

0207 

0208 

0221 

0209 

0210 

0222 

0211 

0212 

0213 

0214 

0215 

0216 

0223 

Aurora 

Bear Valley 

Burrville 

Canal 

Chicken Coop 

Denmark 

Fishlake 

Flat Canyon 

Gypsum 

Hunt 

Jones 
Joseph 
Koosharem Creek 

Lost Creek 

Magleby 

Monroe Co-op 

North Cove Mtn. 

Parson Mills 

Plateau 

Poulson 

Sail's Meadow 

Sand Ledges 

Twist 

Washburn 

Wilson Dump 

262 345 62,094 1 345 

139 207 32,943 1 207 

93 103 22,041 1 103 

36 34 8,532 1 34 

134 216 31,758 1 216 

142 172 33,654 1 172 

204 232 52,235 1 232 

24 26 6,636 1 26 

412 517 97,644 1 517 

21 21 4,977 1 21 

15 14 3,555 1 14 

29 34 6,873 1 34 

231 207 54,747 1 207 

88 129 20,856 1 129 

4 4 948 1 4 

451 455 106,887 1 455 

444 488 105,228 1 488 

16 14 3,792 1 14 

98 138 23,226 1 138 

8 9 1,896 1 9 

243 241 57,591 1 241 

250 216 59,250 1 216 

60 52 14,220 1 52 

4 21 948 21 

8 9 1,896 1 9 

3,420 3,904 872,966 1 3,904 



Table 111 

Mule Deer - Piute Planning Unit 

Public Lands Only 
Current Current Current 

Deer Deer Water AUM's, 
Allotment Name Numbers AUM's Requirements Available 

0802 

0803 

0705 

0813 

0814 

0815 

0816 

0817 

0818 

0819 

0821 

0822 

0823 

i 0824 

0826 

0827 

0829 

0830 

0832 

0833 

0834 

0835 

0838 

0841 

0843 

0845 

i-’ 

Angle Bench 

Box Creek 

Cedar Grove 

Dry Lake 

Dry Wash (60%) 

Durkee 

East Bench 

East Fork 

East Piute 

Elbow 

Greenwich Creek 

Hatch Canyon 

Hodge Ranch 

Hunter Spring 

Junction 

Kingston Canyon 

Manning Creek 

Marysvale 

North Narrows 

Oak Spring 

Ogden 

Pearson-Lewis 

Piute Dam 

Rick's Pasture 

Rocky Ford 

South Narrows 

Tate 

Ten Mile 

!'P" Hill 

Cannon-Whittaker 

Deer Flat 

195 

106 

33 

301 

25 

283 

211 

98 

233 

293 

46 

63 

311 

,205 

386 

120 

353 

120 

197 

216 

99 

147 

40 

10 

207 

103 

60 

310 

22 

455 

182 

86 

241 

310 

52 

65 

276 

216 

414 

104 

379 

103 

138 

202 

103 

138 

34 

9 

388 

138 

34 

207 

276 

172 

207 

46,215 1 

25,122 1 

10,949 1 

71,337 1 

5,925 1 

67,071 1 

50,007 1 

23,226 1 

55,221 1 

69,441 1 

10,902 1 

14,931 1 

73,707 1 

48,585 1 

91,482 1 

28,440 1 

86,661 1 

28,440 1 

46,698 1 

45,504 1 

23,463 1 

34,839 1 

9,480 1 

2,370 1 

204 

40 

176 

320 

200 

108 

48,348 1 

9,480 1 

41,712 1 

75,840 1 

47,400 1 

25,596 1 

207 

103 

60 

310 

22 

455 

182 

86 

241 

310 

52 

65 

276 

216 

414 

104 

379 

103 

138 

202 

103 

138 

34 

'9 

388 

138 

34 

207 

276 

172 

207 

5,523 5,631 1,313,027 1 5,631 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFP! 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 4.1%~ 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate 15,618 AUM's of forage and 
3,827,218 liters of water for the 

Current population levels were based' on 

existing mule deer population in the 
data by UDWR. Stoddart and Smith's 

Planning Area. The resources need 
conversion ratio of 5.8 to 1 was used to 

to be allocated, by allotment, as 
determine the AUF! requirements based upon 

shown on tables I, II, and III. 
the use periods supplied by the Division 
of Wildlife Resources. 

Some holes in this data still exist. The 
Division made no requests for summer 
range AUM's in the Sanpete Planning 
Unit, even though there is known summer 
range in the Sanpitch and Valley Mountains. 
Summer use is more dispersed than winter 
use so the number of deer involved 
should-be relatively low in these areas, 
especially in the Valley Mountains where 
summer water supplies are insufficient. 
Future data acquisition should allow 
development of summer range figures, and 
adjustments in winter range use intensity 
to resemble the actual situation more 
closely. 

The Bureau inventories show reasonably 
accurate carrying capacities only for 
the Sanpete Planning Unit. Carrying 
capacity from the computer program is 
only a guideline however since the basic 
data inputs are subject to'error from 
several sources. The Forage Acre Requiremen 
for big game species was developed from 
a preliminary estimate of mule deer use 
in the Fayette Cattle allotment which 
may be substantially different than the 
actual use. The "Overlap" program 
assigns forage to grazing animals in a 
priority fashion; in this case livestock 
AUM's were satisfied first. Some errors 
in wildlife proper use factors are 
inevitable since no dietary work has 
been done on the Area's mule deer 
populations. Usable acreages for mule 

i. 
deer were not accurately assigned. 
Under these circumstances, the condition 
of the big game winter ranges is the 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
most important factor in determining if 

flnstntctions on teverse~ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (NFP) 

Flountain Valley 
Activity 

t Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 4.lstep 3 

the existing populations are within the 
carrying capacity of the range. With 
existing information, there are no 
obvious deer caused problems on the 
winter ranges in the Sanpete Planning 
Unit. 

Carrying capacity figures are not avail- 
able for the allotments in Sevier or 
Piute counties. The range surveys in 
these planning units were not intended to 
determine wildlife carrying capacities, 
just livestock. At the time of the surveys 
in the late fifties and early sixties. 
mule deer numbers were considerably higher 
than they are at present, and deer needs 
were taken care of in an accidental fashion 
since they were making use of the forage 
resource before the survey teams entered 
the area. During those years the only 
documented problem areas, concerning mule 
deer use; were the concentration areas 
proposed for ACEC designation under recommen 
ation WL-3.1. At this time, no problems 
which would warrant a reduction in deer 
numbers, are evident in these concentrat- 
ion areas. No livestock reductions should 
be required to meet these current levels, 
which are already being consumed. 

The water requirements shown are based 
upon a consumption rate of 1.58 gallons 
per animal per day. These figures may 
not be of much value at this time since 
accurate water budget information is not 
available for the allotments. The figures 
should be considered only as a method of 
recognizing a need and current consumption 
levels. 

Support Needs 

None 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fr>?rrrr/cfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

j X:l:iL?Zuntain Val1e.y 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

R’ECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 \JL 4.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
with the following modification. 

a. Provide forage for deer use as 
follows: 

Forage 
Current to be 

Use Allocated 
Allotment (AUMs) (AUMS) 

Apple Spring <: 114 93 
Axtell 114 30 
Dry Hill 

1;: 
27 

Horse Ridge 84 
Maple Canyon 
Middle Hollow 1:; :; 

"'0. Hollow 208 .ough Canyon 239 1:: 
South Hollow 305 150, 
South Valley 298 227 
Twelve Mile 11 7 
Wood Hollow 254 69 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
with the following modification: 

a. Implement the Rangeland monitoring 
program as outlined under the Range 
Management decisions. See RF1 1, la, 
2, 3 and 4. 

Support Needs 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

See'rationale developed for the special- 
ist recommendation. 

Deer forage allocations on those allot- 
ments where current use exceeds forage 
to be allocated is based on the 1978 range 
survey. Forage capacity was based on 
suitability for that particular animal 
using the allotment. When forage capacity 
exceeded the amount of forage needed by 
another animal user (e.g., elk) the forage 
was converted for deer use when possible. 
A conversion ratio of 1 elk AUM to .8 deer 
AUMs was used. This ratio was based on 
the vegetative type within the allotment, 
season of use by livestock and whether ther 
was competition for forage while deer were 
using the range. 

In addition to the deer forage reductions 
it should be noted that livestock use withi 
these allotments was also reduced. In 
some cases this reduction was significant 
thereby eliminating the opportunity to 
convert livestock AUMs for deer use. 

Rationale 

See rationales developed for the special- 
ist and multiple use recommendations. 

The monitoring program will help make 
more accurate determinations of the wild- 
life numbers and the condition of the 
range they use. 

llnslnrctions on reeveme) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w -4 2 Step 3 

Reccaxnendation Rationale 

Allocate 26,066 AUMs of forage and Predicted 
6,959,858 liters of water for a project- are based 
ed rmle deer population of 30,132 developed 

mule deer population figures 
upon mean population figures 
for each herd unit by the 

animals, area wide, by 1986. The re- Division of Wildlife Resources. The fig- 
sources should be allocated on an allot- 
ment basis as shcwn on tables IV, V, and 

ures were developed by a computer program 
using pre and post season classification 

VI. data and buck harvest statistics. This 
datawas spread- a 6 to13 yearperiod. 
In the entire Planning Area thebasic 
assumption was that the population was 
dispersed evenly throughout the winter 
range. This methcd may not accurately 
depict the situations which actually 
exist since deer are definitely not 
distributed evenly, but for the interim 
thismethodwillprovide a reasonable 
starting point for future allocations. 
These population levels are not unrealistic 
projections, but are based upon canputed 
population levels which actually existed 
in the areaatsc~~ point during the 
data period used (6 to 13 years) for 
each herd unit. 

A conversion ratisof 5.8 to 1 (St&dart 
andSmith)was usedtodeterminethe AUM's 
quired for the projected population levels 

Aswas noted in the recammendationfor 
allocating forage for the existing populat 
ion (WL-4.1) holes in the data still exist 
The sunnnerrangeareas intheSanpitch 
and Valley ~untains &J not have any 
forage requests at this time, but the 
dispersedusewhichoccurs inthose 
areas should not cause any difficulties 
even at the projected levels. Data needs 
to be gathered as soon as possible on 
this use period in these areas even though 
more than enough forage for mule deer is 
available in those areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 I1~s~rorIi0n.s on reuersel Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Table IV (Page 1 of 2) 

Mule Deer; Sanpete Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

1701 Antelope Valley 

Public Lands'Projected Needs 
AUM AUM' s Deer 
Needs Available Numbers 

Water 
Required 

308 

136 

206 

140 

49 

537 

145 

699 

367 

35 

126 

92 

356 

701 

229 

77 

0 

114 

208 

118 

430 

0 

411 

239 

581 

55 

209 

30 

27 

618 

143 

549 

198 

53 

84 

129 

466 

358 

112 

74 

33 

17 

38 

357 84,609 1 

158 37,446 1 

239 36,643 1 

162 38,394 1 

57 13,509 1 

623 147,651 1 

170 40,290 1 

812 192,444 1 

426 100,962 1 

41 9,717 1 

147 34,839 1 

107 25,359 1 

413 97,881 1 

813 192,681 1 

265 62,805 1 

89 21,093 1 

0 0 

132 31,284 1 

241 57,117 1 

136 32,232 1 

499 118,263 1 

0 0 

477 113,049 1 

278 65,886 1 

1702 Apple Spring 

1703 Axhandle 

1704 Axtel 

1733 Dry Hill 

1705 Fayette Cattle 

1706 Flat Canyon 

1707 Gunnison Valley 

1708 Hayes Canyon 

c 
1709 Gop Creek 

1716 Horse Ridge 

1711 Indian Hollow 

1712 Little Valley 

1713 Lone Cedar 

1714 Long Flat 

1715 Maple Canyon 

1716 Mayfield Cattle 

1717 Middle Hollow 

1718 North Hollow 

17X Pole Canyon (R&PP-DWR) 

1719 Red Canyon 

1720 River 

i>. 
1721 Rock Canyon 

1722 Rough Canyon 

-- 

907 

14 

377 

157 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-1 

Objective 

Provide three transplant sites for the Utah Prairie dogs in the North Sevier and 
Piute Plannin g Units for use by 1986 to establish separate colonies of 30 to 100 
breeding animals (spring count) per colony. 

Rationale 

Atthepresenttime, thereare noviable colonies of Utahprairie &gs remaiCng 
on public lands in Sevier or Piute Counties. The Ehdangered Species Act, P.L. 
93-205, charges Federal agencies with protecting or enhancing the habitat 
of all listed species. TheBureauhasmadenoconcertedeffortto 
reestablish this species within the Planning Area. The Utah Prairie Dog 
Recovery Plan indicates a need for geographically separated populations 
of Utah Prairie Dogs on public lands. The strongest colonies are 
locatedonprivatelandswheretheir continuedexistenceisless secure 
than on public lands. As indicated in UPA Step III the continued long 
tern survival of this species will depend heavily on the health of the 
population on public lands. 

This action would be in keeping with the Bureau's policies on endangered species 
protection, and the maintenance of species diversity on public lauds (Program 
Outlook Guides). 

The population level of 30 to 100 animals was suggested by Bob Hasenyager, non- 
game biologist for the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. At least 30 animals 
per colony are required for goodgenetic viability. 

. . 

-c- ~--~ 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . 
lltjllfl3 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w 1 IStep 3 

Recmmendation: 

Allow the Division of Wildlife Resources 
to re-introduce the Utah prairie dog into 
any or all of the three areas, shcwn on 
the overlay, which meet the criteria 
developed by the Utah Prairie Dog Core 
Team (1979). The areas should be invent- 
oried in detail to determine suitability. 
Adjustments in livestock season of use 
maybenecessary in the Gypsumallotmnt 
to provide adequate quantities of cool 
season grasses. Prairie dcg populations 
should, at least until the species tie 
delisted, be allowed to expand into all 
areas of suitable habitat. 

0 livestock reductions are anticipated. 
The allotments involved axe: 
1. Plateau and Bear Valley Allotments 
2. Gypsum Allotment 
3. East Bench 

Support Needs 

Consultation with the Division of Wild- 

Rationale: 

The three areas have received a super 
ficial survey to determine if they 
might have any potential as transplant 
sites. The Sage Flat location was re- 
conmended and accepted in a previous MFP 
decision. None of the areas have been 
intensively inventoried to see if they 
conform to the habitat requirements de- 
1ineatedbytheCore Team. Only areas 
whichmeettheabovemntionedrequire- 
ments are eligible for use. 

The Gypsum allotment is currently grazed 
in the spring by livestock and this'may 
conflict with the forage needs of Utah 
prairie dogs if they are placed in the 
Sage Flat area. Croker-Bedford has 
determined that the presence of cool 
season grasses in prairie dog habitat at 
lcwer elevations is a major factor in the 
success of colonies. Spring livestock 
grazing may be suppressing cool season 
grasses. A change to sumner grazing would 
be the preferred alternative for prairie 
dcgs and the area'swinteringmuledeer. 

Although an inventory of these sites is 
needed, prior to allowing the transplant- 
ationtocccur, this rem-men dation is 
not aimed at the inventory. A resvt- 
ion of these lands is necessary so that 
they can be used irmediately if they are 
determined to be.suitable. 

Cracker-Bedford has determined that it 
takes 400 to 500 Utah prairie dogs to con- 
sume one AUM of forage. The suggested 
population levels for these sites would 
have very little impact on livestock for- 
age availability, though livestock may 
avoid the colonies proper. The total AUM 
loss for livestock, may reach 0.6 AUM's. 

N~ti~~i%%&k$@& r&%@ories* 

fl~~s:rtcrfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES Name CMFPI 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 1 .l Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 
Conduct further studies to determine 
if other suitable transplant sites 
exist within the planning area. 

Support Needs 

Consultation with UDWR. 
Inventory, habitat, and potential 
site inventories. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendat- 
ion as written. 

See rationales for the specialist and multiple 
use recommendations. 

Rationale 

According to the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources these sites have been rejected 
because of their proximity to private lands. 
It has been the policy of UDWR and others 
involved in the transplant project that no 
dogs be transplanted in areas where they 
could possibly migrate to private lands. 

Other potential sites should be identified 
in accordance with the "Utah Prairie Dog 
Recovery Plan" prepared by UDWR. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I?zsrnrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective 

Name (MFPj 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WL-2 

Provide forage and water for the existing population of 122 antelope on public land 
within the Plannin g Area and for an increase to 265 animals by 1986. 

Rationale 

At the present time allocations of forage for all big game animals in this planning 
areaareeither inadequateornon-&stent. Three separate populations of antelope 
arepresentinthisplanning areaandnoneof themaremusinganyrange degredation 
at their current levels. Providing adequate forage for wildlife species is required 
by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, P.L. 94-579. The population near 
Venice (N. Sevier Planning Unit) is scheduled for removal in 1979, but we need to 
provide the allocation to insure an adequate supply in case removal does not occur 
cIr is not ccmpletely successful. 

i latioq are not expected. 
Significant increases in theotter Creek pop- 

The majority of the increased AUM needs shown for Piute and N. Sevier Units are the 
result of desired increases in the Parker Mountain population. The habitat's 
carrying capacity for these animalsap~ars abletosupporttheincreasednumbers in 
this Planning Area. The Parker Mountain proper also has sufficient forage to 
support the requested increase in the herd's total mulation. 

For a full analysis of this consult the Parker Mountain URA and MFP. At this time 
themultiple use remmmdation on the Parker Mountain herd is to allow the herd 
to increase to the desired level of 1000 animls. 

The economic significance of the Venice and Otter Creek herds is quite low, due to 
the limited prcductivity and small herd sizes. Thesegmentof the ParkerMountain 
populationwhich sumners in the Fishlake andCedarGrovehas considerable importance 
forhunting audasasourceof transplant animals for other areas in the state. In 
1977 there were 17 applications for each antelope permit granted in this herd unit, 
which does include the two smaller populations. 

The nonconsumptive values of these animals is quite high, especially for the Venice 
and Otter Creek populations which are close to human population areas or recreation 
sites. 

; 

==zL=Az----- 

(instructions on reverse) 

--- 

Forni 160040 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 1 Name (:UFPl 

DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Wountain Valley / 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . 1W1fe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 m-2 IStep 3 

Reccmmendation 

Allocate 118 AUM's of forage and 136,691 
liters of water for the existing antelope 
populations distributed as shown in the 
table below. 

North Sevier Planninu Unit 

Allot. Summar Yearlong Water 
No. AUM's No. AUMs Needs 

QI-coap 2 2 2184 L 
Gyp- 8 10 9101 L 
Lost cr. 3 3 .1138 L 
Fishlake 3.5 29 39816L -- - -- 

35 29 
-5 

15 522331; 

Piute Planning Unit 

cedarGr.44 37 48048L 
No.Narrows 6 7 6826L 
So.Narrows 6826L 
East Bench 1; 1; 17064L 
DryWash 5 6. 5688 L 

44 3 32 3784,.452-L 

\ 
Support Needs : 

None 

Rationale 

With the existing antelope populations 
thereareno indications that the ant- 
elope themselves are causing any range 
problems. In some cases livestmk season 
arid class may be limiting populations in 
North Narrows, South Narraws, East Bench, 
Chicken Coop, and Gypsum allotments. The 
present populations appear to be healthy. 
No stock adjustments are necessary in 
order to.maintain these levels. 

The animal numbers in each allotment were 
determined in one of two ways. current 
numbers andAuM'swereprovidedbycwR 
for Fishlake, Cedar Grove, North Narrms, 
South N arrms, andEastBench. There- 
mainingnmbersandAUN'swereworkedup 
byBureaupe.rsonnelbaseduponIWR's aerial 
census counts and wildlife observation 
reports. This was done to fill in the 
obvious gaps.in IWR's data submissions. 
A conversion ratio of 9.6 to 1 (Stoddart 
and Smith) was used to determine forage 
requirements. 

Waterrequirementswerebasedonconsumpt- 
ion per animal per day. Quantity was 
determined from Sandstrom and the Bill 6601 
Manual to be approximately 4.'55 liters/day 
during summer and 0.38 liters/day during 
winter. Actualquantitiesanddistributior 
of waters for these animals are unstudied, 
but must at least be adequate for maint- 
enance of the existing population 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f Iv.~!rtrrfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name CIMF P) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mountain Valley 
BUREAU OFLANDMANAGEMENT Activity 

MANAGEMiENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION ‘Step 1 WL 2. IStep 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
as written. 

Grazing use has not resulted in any 
identified significant problems. Pro- 
viding adequate forage and habitat is 
an essential goal of the BLM. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept multiple use recommendation 
with the following modification: 

a. Implement no forage allocation 

Antelope use on the Dry Wash Allotment 
will be issued from the Cedar City 
District upon completion of the grazing 
EIS. 

decision on the Dry Wash allotment. 

i 
* support Needs 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 

i 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstnrclions on reverse) 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Steplw 2 2 Step3 

Reccmmdation 

Allocate197 AUMs of forage and238,835 
liters of water by 1986, for future 
antelope populations, distributed as 
shown below. 

NorthSevier Planning Unit 

Sumner Yearlong Water 
Allot. No. AUM's No. AUMs Needs 

ch. &oP 2 2 2184 L 
Gvosum- 8 10 ?lOl L 
Gt Creek 3 3 1138 L 
Fishlake 78 6.5 85176 L 

-- 78 65 13 15‘ 97599. L 

Piute Planning Unit 

Cedi3r Gr. 96 80 104832 L 
No. Narrcmi 6 7 6826. L 
So. Narrms 7- 6826 L 
EastBench 165: 19 17064 L 
Dry Wash 5 m-v&w 6 5688- L 

96 8032 39 141236 L 

Support Needs 

Range 

Rationale 

The Division of Wildlife Resources has 
not requested any major increases in 
antelope numbers except for the Parker 
Mountain herd. The lack of AUM in- 
creases inChickenCoop,GypsumandLost 
Creek reflects LWR's intent to control 
the size of that herd to reduce depredat- 
ion on private lauds. Complete removal 
may not occur. 

The Division has not anticipated any 
increases in the population east of 
otter cr&. No difficulties should be 
encountered in continuing to provide 
this level of AUM use. 

The increased AUM requests for Fishlake 
andCedar Groveare a result of the 
Division's request for a total of 1000 
animals on the Parker Mountain Planning 
unit. This situation was thoroughly 
analymdinthe Parker MountainPlanning 
effort. Winterrangeis the limiting 
factor for the Parker population. The 
twoallotments involvedhereare sumner 
range areas. Fishlakeand Cedar Grove 
can easily handle the requested in- 
creases, but there are questions about 
the ability of the winter range to 
accomnodate the increase intotalpop- 
ulation. At this time, it looks as 
though the multiple use decision for 
the majority of the herd will be to re- 
mainwithexistingnumbers. The higher 
nmbersrequested for FishlakeandCedar 
Grove could still be provided if desired 

AUM and water deteminations were compile 
in the same fashion as those for the 
current antelope populations (WL-2.1). 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

clu.~!nrrtion.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fICfFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wldlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 2.2Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept specialist recommendation. See rationale developed for specialist 
recommendation. 

Support Needs 

None 

Decision 
Rationale 

Reject multiple use recommendation. 
i "uture forage allocations will be evalu- A monitoring program is being establi- 

ated and determined through the range- shed to evaluate the range on a con- 
land monitoring program as described tinuing basis. This program includes 
in the Range Management Decisions. data collection on actual use, forage 

utilization, range condition and trend, 
climatological data, wildlife habitat 
studies, watershed conditions and 
aquatic environmental studies. Future 
allocations will be dependent on an 
analysis of this data. 

Support Needs 

Range and wildlife personnel to 
conduct studies and analysis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name IMFP) 

MO-&~ 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective Number 

1_ 

Obiective 

Maintain the quality of77i.478 acres of critical mule deer winter range in 
current or better condition. 

Rationale 

certain areas within this Planning Area have historically been concentration areas 
for wintering mle deer. These areas have been recognized since at least the 
1940's and,concentrations continue to occur even during periods of low deer pop- 
ulations. As a result these areas are the first to show negative impacts onwinter 
browse plants. It is imperative that the quality of these areas be maintained 
so that public demand'for the mule deer resource can continue to be mat. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, P.L. 94-579, makes provisions for pro- 
tection of such critical wildlife areas in order to maintain reasonable wildlife 
numbers anddiversity. 

Econ&t-tically,muledeerare animportant resourcewithinthePlanning Areawith 
over $800,000 spent on consumptive use of the resource alone. This use canputes 
to an AUM value of up to $18.94 for mule deer harvested from the herd units which 
winter in this Planning Area. We have no data at this time on the nonconsumptive 
value of this resource, but it is assumed to be quite high. 

This objective is not intended to cancel the crucial winter range designations of 
the public lands winter ranges thatweredecided upon in the previous MFP's. 

-.- --- 
! llr.~trrr~-?ions 0.7 ret:erse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



Table IV (Page 2 of 2) 

Mule Deer; Sanpete Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

1723 San Pitch 

Public Lands Projected Needs 
AUM AUM's Deer Water 
Needs Available Numbers Required 

0 14 0 0 

1724 South Hollow 305 121 355 84,135 1 

1725 South Valley 298 432 346 82,002 1 

1726 Swedes Canyon 749 137 173 41,001 1 

1727 Timber Canyon 623 974 723 171,351 1 

1728 Twelve Mile 17 9 20 4,740 1 

1729 Uinta 15 76 17 4,029 1 

1730 Under-the-Rim 150 27 175 3,555 1 

1731 West Side 163 153 189 44,795 1 

i. 
1732 Wood Hollow 288 213 334 79,158 1 

7,750 8,925 8,918 2,088,918 1 



Table V (Page 1 of 2) 

Mule Deer; N. Sevier Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public Lands'Projected Needs 
AUM AUM's Deer Water2 
Needs Available Numbers Required 

0200 Aurora 

0201 Bear Valley 

0202 Burrville 

0219 Canal 

0203 Chicken Coop 

0224 Denmark 

0220 Fishlake 

0204 

0205 

0206 

0207 

0208 

0221 

0209 

0210 

0222 

0211 

0212 

Flat Canyon 

Gypsum 

Hung 

Jones 

Joseph 

Koosharem Creek 

Lost Creek 

Magelby 

Monroe Co-op 

North Cove Mtn. 

Parson Mills 

0213 Plateau 

0214 Poulson 

0215 Sail's Meadow 

0216 Sand Ledges 

t..- 0223 Twist 

Washburn 

522 

120 

166 

31 

384 

480 

49 
704 

221 

1,503 

78 

32 

341 

199 

202 

73 

1,702 

1,283 

21 

336 

50 

446 

575 

124 

9 

226 

120 

80 

31 

116 

434 

.1 90 

24 

355 

18 

13 

25 

199 

76 

3 

389 

383 

14 

85 

7 

209 

216 

52 

3 

606 

139 

193 

36 

,445 

557 

40 
817 

256 

1,744 

91 

37 

396 

231 

234 

85 

1,975 

1,488 

24 

389 

58 

518 

667 

144 

10 

143,662 1 

32,943 1 

45,741 1 

8,532 1 

105,465 1 

132,009 

52,235 

60,672 

413,328 

1 

1 

21,567 1 

8,769 1 

93,852 1 

54,747 1 

55,458 1 

20,145 1 

468,075 1 

352,656 1 . 

5,688 1 

92,193 1 

13,746 1 

122,766 1 

158,079 1 

34,128 1 

2,370 1 

, ’ 



Table V (Page 2 of 2) 

Mule Deer; N. Sevier Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public Lands'Projected Needs 
AUM AUM's Deer Water 
Needs Available Numbers Required 

Wilson Dump 104 7 120 28,440 1 

9,706 W 3,275 11,260 W 2,527,226 1 
49 s 40 s 



Table VI (Page 1 of 2) 

Mule Deer; Piute Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public Lands Projected Needs 
AUM AUM's Deer Water 
Needs Available Numbers Required 

0802 Angle Bench 

0803 Box Creek 

0705 Cedar Grove 

0813 Dry Lake 

0814 Dry Wash (60%) 

0815 Durkee 

0816 East Bench 

0817 East Fork 

0818 East Piute 

0819 Elbow 

! 
0821 Greenwich Creek 

0822 Hatch Canyon 

0823 Hodge Ranch 

0824 Hunter Spring 

0826 Junction 

0827 Kingston Canyon 

0829 Manning Creek 

0830 Marysvale 

. 0832 North Narrows 

0833 Oak Spring 

0834 Ogden 

0835 Pearson-Lewis 

i 0838 Piute Dam ., 

0841 Rick's Pasture 

293 

133 

140 

747 

36 

2444 

226 

86 

446 

549 

49 

54 

722 

177 

468 

104 

304 

184 

622 

13646 

752 

127 

42 

51 

168 , 340 

91 

29 

259 

22 

244 

182 

86 

201 

252 

40 

54 

268 

177 

333 

104 

304 

103 

170 

186 

85 

127 

34 

9 

154 

163 

866 

41 

2834 

262 

98 

518 

636 

57 

63 

838 

205 

543 

120 

353 

214 

721 

25 
192 

873 

147 

49 

59 

80,580 1 

36,498 1 

38,631 1 

205,242 1 

9,717 1 

67,071 1 

62,094 1 

23,226 1 

122,766 1 

150,732 1 

13,509 1 

14,931 1 

198,606 1 

48,585 1 

128,691 1 

28,441 1 

83,661 1 

50,718 1 

170,877 1 

45,504 1 

206,901 1 

34,839 1 

11,613 1 

13,983 1 



Table VI (Page 2 of 2) 

Mule Deer; Piute Planning Unit 

Allotment Name 

Public Lands Projected Needs 
AUM AUM's Deer Water 
Needs Available Numbers Required 

0842 Rocky Ford 355 355 412 97,664 1 

0843 South Narrows 505 176 585 138,645 1 

Tate 118 34 137 32,469 1 

0845 Ten Mile 286 151 332 78,'684 1 

"P" Hill 276 276 320 75,840 1 

Cannon-Whitteker 172 172 200 47,400 1 

Deer Flat 93 93 '108 25,596 1 

8,561 4,812 9,914 2,343,714 1 

, 

- 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THE INTERIOR- 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.UFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step m-4.2 Step 3 

Carrying capacity figures are available 
only for the Sanpete Planning Unit. The 
Forage Acre Requirement used for big 
game was developed from a preliminary 
estimate of the mule deer population 
using the Fayette Cattle allotment. 
Proper use factors for wildlife are 
probably not entirely correct since no 
dietaryworkhasbeendoneonany of the 
populations in the Planning Area. The 
computer program assigns forage to 
grazing animals in a priority fashion: 
in this case livestock received first 
priority. Mule,deer use areas are not 
accurately documen ted so the acreages 
plugged into the cmputer may be erroneous. 
The total available forage, frcm the 
survey, is quite close to the total 
projected needs. 

During previous years, when deer populat-- 
ions were higher than at present there 
were only a few areas which appar to 
have sufferedany impact fromthelarger 
populations. These areas were discussed 
under wildlife cbjective WL-3, dealing 
with winter concentration areas. These 
concentration areas are the first to 
show impacts frcxnezpandedpq+lations, 
but the provisions of WL-3 and WL-4.3 
should adequately canpensate for the 
inevitable increase in deer numbers. 

In requesting this increase indeerpop- 
ulation the fact that deer nu&ers are 
currently below previous levels has been 
considered. Deer nmbers are mt easily 
regulated and some increase in the 
population size is inevitable. Although 
the population my not reach the pro- 
jected levels, due to severe winters, 
drought or other biological problems, 
they could also exceed the projected 
levels. Tb be realistic we rmst recognize 
this fact and insure that forage is 

i available for these animalswhich arean 
integral part of the native range resource. 
If we are to manage the public ranges 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAUbFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IhlFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

. . lJ&l fe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 w -4 ~Step 3 

fromanecosystem standpointthenwe 
must manage for a population level which 
approaches the long term mean which lies 
within the range carrying capacity. 

Support Needs 

Water requirements axe based upon 1.58 
liters per animal per day. Water budget 
dats is not sufficient at this time to 
make a meaningful assessment of what 
portion of this resource is actually 
available. As with forage, we can 
assume that sufficient water is avail- 
able since this population level did 
exist in the area previously. 

Winter Range Studies, Habitat Manage- 
ment Plans, Water Budget Inventories, 
Range Rehabilitatick, Mule deer diet- 
ay and use area studies. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

!Il/.vtrlrrtions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ChlFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 4.2%~ 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept specialist recommendation. . . 

Support Needs 

None 

Decision 

Reject multiple use recommendation. 
Future forage allocations will be 
evaluated and determined through the 
rangeland monitoring program as 
described in the Range Management 
%cisions. 

Support Needs 

Range and wildlife personnel to con- 
duct studies and analysis. 

i 

See Rationale developed for specialist 
recommendation. 

Rationale 

A monitoring program is being established 
to evaluate the range on a continuing basis. 
This program includes data collection on 
actual use, forage utilization, range 
condition and trend, climatological data, 
wildlife habitat studies, watershed condit- 
ion and aquatic environmental studies. 
Future allocations will be dependent on an 
analysis of this data. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Vallev 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

WT.4 

Objective 

Improve the condition of 8360 acres of big game winter range in the Gtmnison Valley, 
Gypsum, and North Narrcws and South Narrcws allotmants by 1990. 

Rationale 

The Gypsum and Gum&on Valley allotments are within historic mle deer concentration 
areas (See WL-3). Forage improvemen ts wouldhelp tomintain thehealthandprcduct- 
ivity of the current populations and insure the continued health of the expanded 
herds. Although no significant problems exist in these areas at the present time 
there is rcom for improvemen t and a need to provide a margin of safety in the 
winter forage supply. This is especially true since there is an apparent increase 
in the use of these areas by wintering elk which could create a significant forage 
cmpetition problem in the future. 

Deeruse in the area east of Otter Creek has increased significantly inthelast 
Few years along with winter elk use. The area also receives year round antelope 

Although there are no range problems attributed to big game in this area 
pg&ntly, forage conditions for antelope and elk especially are far frcxn ideal. 
This area could also stand to have forage and water conditions for livestock improved 
to help remove scme livestock pressure from the unprotected sections of Otter Creek. 
Waterfowl, fisheries and all the nongame species present in the area would benefit 
substantially from the potential improvemen ts in the riparian zone which would result 
frm increasing desireable livestock forage in areas located away frm the stream 
bottan. AEmeau study has shawnthatlivestockuse in this allotmentislimited 
almst entirely to a corridor l/4 m&le frcm the stream. 

The econanic importance of big game inthisP1 arming Area is nearly $900,000 in 
hunter expenditures. Upland game and aquatic resourses which would also benefit 
frun this proposal account for almost $500,000 in sportsmn's expenditures. This 
represents a sizeable chunk of the econanic activity in the Planning Area, and an 
even more important canponent of the recreational activities of the local populace. 

- 
! lff.<frrrc.!ions *)I reverse) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name frUFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Reccmmendation Rationale 

Chain and seed 2360 acres of critical 
mule deerwinterrangeintheGunnison 
Valley and Gypsum allotments. 

600 acres Gunnison Valley 
1760 acres Gypsum Allotment 

Sa successful chaining has already 
taken place adjacent to the Gunnison Valk 
allotment and the indicated sites should 
yield similar results. The previous 
chaining was accanplished by the Division 
of Wildlife Resources and appears to 
have been successful. An increase in 
available AUM's of 352 in the Gypsum 
allotment and a resultant 5 acres/AUM 
carrying capacity in the Gunnison Valley 
allotment should be possible. 

No ch aininghasbeenattemptedinthe 
immediatevicinity of the proposed sage 
flat chaining, but there have been similar 
activities on nearby forest lands that 
have met with success. 

In order to achieve the desired results 
these projects should be ccmpleted as 
soon as possible before the.rrrule deer 
population increases appreciably. If the 
population expands too lllllch prior to 
project initiation, the area rray beccane 
too critical to risk temporarily remov- 
ing.the areas from production. 

If the Utah prairie dog is transplanted 
into the Gypsum allotment as proposed undt 
WL-lthisproposedchainingmayincrease 
the suitable habitat for that species. 

Livestock should also benefit fran this 
operation since grass seed would be inclu 
ed along with the vaseyana sagebrush, 
bitterbrush, mahogany, alfalfa, and other 
forbs. Support Needs 

Fencing, Water Developments 
Division of Wildlife Resources consul- 
tation, ArchaeologicalandRndangered 
Plant examination. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

t= 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 m 5 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recorrmendation Reason 

1. Perform land treatments identified 
in developed HMPs which will help 
achieve identified goals. 

1. Chainings may not achieve the goals 
required by the Wildlife activity. Some 
other land treatment MY be nore advantag- 
eous . 

Support Requiremants 

1. Wildlife Biologist to develop HMP. 

2. Environmental Assessmentifneeded. 

3. T&E plant and animal clearances. 

4. Archaeological clearance. 

: 5. Clearance of mining claims and 
xarch for cadastral survey markers. 

Decision 

HMPs needs to be developed to identify 
needs and set goals. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Spraying with selective herbicides. 

2. Plow and drill seed. 

3. Perform no land treatments. 

Reason 

Accept the rmltiple use reconvendation 
with the following modification. 

Implementlandtreatments and/arrange 
improvements approvedundertheRange 
Management decisions for these allot- 
ments and include other trea~nts and/or 
range improvements identified for cri- 
tical deer winter range through the 
developmntof Allotment Management Plans 
and/orHabitatManageRent Plans. See 
RM2and4,andWL3. 

See rationales daveloped for the rmltiple 
use reconunendation, IN 2 and 4, and WL 3. 

Support Needs 

Allotment Managemt Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 
Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Environmental Assess~ts if needed 
T&E Plant Clearance 
Archaeological Clearance 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstntrlions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name I.UFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 m-5.2 Step 3 

Recmdation Rationale 

chain about 5000 acres and drill seed 
into about 1000 acres in the North and 
South Narrows allotments. 

Most of the livestock use in these two 
allotments is cccurring within l/4 mile 
of Otter Creek. This has negative impacts 
on the unprotected stream sections, espec- 
ially since the HMP fencing projects have 
reducedthe~untof riparianhabitat 
available to livestock. 

These two treatrfents should provide a 
500 AUM increase in available livestock 
and wildlife forage. 

Mule deer and elk use on the east side of 
Otter Creek has been increasing in recent 
years. The habitat is not especially favo: 
able for elk especially due to a paucity 
of grasses in the lower elevation areas 
of the allotments. Forb conditions are 
also substandard for the resident antelope 
herd. The east side of these allotments 
is more crucial than the west side since 
deerandelkuseapmrs tobem~rein- 
tense. The pinyon juniper zone on the far 
eastern edge, just under the Parker Rim is 
importantfromathermal, andescape cover 
standpoint. Chaining on the eastern side 
has not been recolTgnen ded for this reason. 
The drilling of seed, directly into the 
existing vegetation should increase the 
vegetative diversity and carrying capacity 
for all three big game species. Species 
recumnended for seeding are Oryzopsis 
hymenoides, Poa fenleriana, Sitanion hi&r 
Stipa canata~edicago sativa, IAxnatiGC 
Purshia tridentata, and a good selection 
of forbs. This technique may not result i 
a dense stand of seedlings due to canpetit 
ion from the existing vegetation, but if 
fencedandprotected fortwoyears, some 
improvement in diversity should result. 
Hopefullywithpropermanagenxentthe diver 
sity shouldcontinueto improve. Perry 
Plurrpnerhas reportedthistechnigue as 
a successful method of restoring big 
game range (Restoring Big Game Ranqe 
in Utah, 1968). 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lu.~:rurtions on reverse) 

-- 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (.\IFP! 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK.PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step l- 3 Step 3 

Support Needs 

Water Developments 
Fencing 
Division of Wildlife Resources Con- 
sultation 
ArchaeologicalandEndangeredplant 
examination. 

Multiple Use Reccmnendation Reason 

1. Perfomlandtreatmentsident- 
ified inde=JopeGHMps which will 
help achieve identified goals. 

1. Chainings may not achieve the goals 
required by the Wildlife Activity. 
Somotherlandtreatmentmaybemxe 
advantageous. HMPs needstobedevelopt 
to identify‘needs and set goals. 

SupportRequirement~ 

1. Wildlife Biologist to develop HMP. 

2. Writing FAR. 

3. .T&E plant and animal clearances. 

4. Archaeological clearance. 

5. Clearance of mining claims and 
search for cadastral survey markers. 

The west side of these allotments appears 
to receive much less intense deer use, 
and no antelope or elk use. Chaining has 
been recanmend ed in this area primarily 
as a livestock attractor which should help 
to relieve livestock pressure from the 
more important east side and from the 
riparian area. 

Seed mixtures muld include cc01 season 
grasses, bittexbrush, mountain mahogany, 
alfalfa, and other forbs. 

Water will also have to be provided to 
help keep livestock frcm returning to the 
stream bottom. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Spraying with selevtive herbicides. 

2. Plow and drill seed. 

3. Perform no land treatments. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~s:rr~c.if~~~s on rclwrscj . Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL 5.2Step 3 

Decision 

Accept the rmltiple use recorrnxndat- 
ion with the following mcdification. 

Rationale 

See rationales developed for the rfultiple 
use recqrmendation and RM 4. 

Implement land treatments and/or range 
improvements approved under the Range 
Management decisions for these allot- 
ments and include other treatments 
and/or range improveman ts identified 
through the development of Allotment 
Management Plans and/or Habitat Manage- 
ment Plans. See RM 4. 

Support Needs 

i’ 
.AllotmentManagementPlans 

abitat Management Plans 
Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Environmental Assessrrent if needed 
T&E plant clearance 
Archaeological clearance 

f . . 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~Inslrrtcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

k-6. 

Objective 

Maintain at least the present level of quality on 6330 acres of big game winter 
range in the Planning Area. 

Rationale 

All of these acres are crucial or critical to wintering mule deer within the 
Planning Area. None of these areas are currently allocated for livestock grazing, 
so no negative impacts on that range use are likely. 

Muledeerareaneconomicallyimportantresource in.this Planning Area. With a 
maximum AUM value of $18.94 these areas are generating $13,700.00 yearly within the 
Planning Area at current population levels. Increases inthe mule deer herd are 
eqected over the next few years which will markedly increase the income generated. 

These areas are also important for many other upland game species as well as non 
I ~arm3 species. Within the Pl anni.ngAreatheuplandgameexpenditures areestimated 

it nearly $140,000. We cannot determine what portion of that can be attributed to 
these6330 acres, but since they are not grazed by domestic stock the chances are 
that their productivity of upland game and non game species exceeds the surmund- 
ing grazed lands. 

Maintenance of the present habitat quality may require 
Annual grazing by the same wildlife species during the 
cause an undesirable change in habitat type that could 
big game winter range. 

smehuman intervention. 
same seasonmaybeginto 
degrade it's value for 

-- 
( f~:~frrdr!iws cm rctersrJ Form 1600-20 (A&l 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMktiT 

Name fhlFP) 
Mountain Valley 

Activitv 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W& 6.lStep 3 

Recomnendation Rationale 

Retain all unalloted lands within the 
Planning Area in public ownership. 

This recamnendation is aimed specifically 
at the Deer Flat Allotment in the Piute 
Planning Unit, which is a critical deer 
winter area. Roth the FishlakeNational 
Forest and the Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources have indicated a &sire to 
obtain the single section of public 
land within this allotment area. For the 
benefit of big game and other wildlife 
species, it is difficult to see any advan- 
tage in such a change of mership. 

Suppart Needs 

None 

The Forest Service proposes to carbine 
this area with one of their adjacent allot- 
ments. At the present time that allotment 
is not grazed during the,proper season to 
benefit mule deer winter range. 

The Division of Wildlife Resources does 
not have adequate personnel or funding to 
administer this land in any greater degree 
than that possible under public cmership. 
There is no distinct advantage for wildlife 
in changing cwnership, especially since the 
existing Habitat Management Plan adequately 
takes careof the needs of big game. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~I~~.~!r~ction.r on rerferse,l Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 1 Name fMFP) 

DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wild1 ife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 6-l Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
with the stipulation that public 
lands will only be disposed if such 
a disposal will best serve the national 
interest as provided for in the Organic 
Act of 1976, Section 102(a). 

Support Needs 

Management Framework Plan 
Lands Report 

‘. xision 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
as written. 

I . 

t, 
Rationale 

The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 expressly states "the 
public lands be retained i,n Federal 
ownership, unless as a result of the 
land use planning procedure provided 
for in this Act, it is determined that 
disposal of a particular parcel will 
serve the national interest." 

Rationale 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recomnendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

ff,ls/rrrclions on reverse1 Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

Name C.\l/:I’I 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 m*. 2 Step 3 

Recoirmendation Rationale 

Keep.all 6330 acres of unalloted land 
in the Dry Kill, Washburn, "P" Hill, 
Cannon-Whittaker, and Deer Flat 
Allotments in its unalloted state, 
but allaw periodic livestock grazing 
only to maintain the quality Of the 
wildlife (big game) habitat. 

Support Needs 

These lands are grazed every year by the 
same wild ungulates. This situation that 
could eventually lead to a deterioration 
inthebig gamehabitatthrough continual 
grazing during the same seasonbythe m 
herbivore. In order to prevent a sub- 
sequent drop in primary production for 
mule deer it would be advantageous to 
graze the areas occasionally during the 
spring to keep the grass suppressed some- 
what. Continuedannualspring grazing is 
not particularly desirable since it would 
remove primary production that is high 
value to other wildlife species. 

Big Game monitoring studies 
'ministrative Range Assistance 

Ulvestcck utilization studies. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 lu.c!u/c:ious 0~2 rcr,ersc) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES t. DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEiMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IMFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activitv 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL G.&p3 

Multiple Use Reccmendation Rationale 

Accept the specialist recorfunen dation as 
written 

These unallotted areas provide important 
forage area that wildlife can depend on 
each year. Pemitting occasional 
livestock use will enhance the vegetat- 
ive mix for optimum wildlife use. 

The Deer Flat, Washburn and P-Hill areas 
lie within the critical deer winter 
range designation and are considered 
essential for deer herd stability. 

Decision 

Accept the rmltiple use recomndation 
as written. See RM-5.2 decision. 

Rationale 

See rationales for specialist recorrmnd- 
ation, mltiple use reconm-mdation and 
RM-5.2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fIn.slrrtcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I’ UNITED STATES 
1 . DEPARTMEN'C OF TII~ INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 
,' 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective 

Provide forage and water for the existing elk population of more 
an increase to more than 700 elk by 1986. 

Name (.ili:I’) 

-.~j.qntain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife ----- 
Ohjcctive Numbcr 

- w14z7 ---___ 

than 525 elk and 

Rationale 

Forage allocations for big game in the Pl,anning Area are presently non existent or 
grossly inadequate. Elk use on public lands is a relatively recent phenomenon 
which is recqgnized though not very accurately documented. The use is believed to 
fluctuate widely in intensity and vary considerably in geographic location each 
year. This increase in use; to date, is believed to be due to changes in use 
patterns and increases in the.elk population. 

We are required by Public Law 94-579 to provide adequate forage for all wildlife 
species. 

Economically elk do not generate the high levels of hunter expenditures seen for 
mule deer. This is primarily a result of limited supply, not lack of demand. Permit 
applications have gone as high as 215 applicants per permit in 1977 for the Manti/ 
'ishlake herd. Nonconsumptive values are unknown.. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MF P) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

. . 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
1fP ,. 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION , Step 1 WI -7. ,I Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Accept the specialist recommendation 
with the following modifications. 

See rationale developed for the specialist 
recommendation. 

a. Increase the forage for elk use 
from 15 AUMs to 24 AUMs on the 

The increase in elk forage is based on the 

Apple Springs Allotment. 
1978 Range Survey. This survey showed there 
was 72 AUMs available, for elk use based on 
suitability. Current elk use showed a need 
for 15 AUMs. Deer use on the other hand, 
showed a current estimated use of 114 AUMs 
but a forage capacity of 55 AUMs based on 
suitability. Using a 1 elk to 0.8 deer 
conversion ratio, an additional 38 AUMs coul( 
be provided for deer use while still increas 
ing elk forage from 15 to 24 AUMs. Support Needs 

flone. 

Decision 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
with the following modifications. 

a. Implement the Rangeland Monitoring The monitoring program will help make more 

Program outlined under the Range accurate determinations of the wildlife 

Management Decisions. See RM 1, numbers and the condition .and location of 

la, 2, 3, and 4. the range they use. 

b. Make no forage allocation decision 
for the Dry Wash Allotment 

Support Needsa 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan. 

Rationale 

See rationales developed for the specialist 
and multiple use recommendations. 

Forage allocation decisions for the Dry 
Wash Allotment will be made by the Cedar Cit 
District upon completion of the Grazing EIS 
for this allotment. 

Nate: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(I~ls/nrcfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name IMFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL- .qee 3 

Recommendation Rationale 

Allocate 910 AUM's and 785,783 liters 
of,;;",;r for the existing elk pop- . These resources are needed 
in the broportions shown on the tables 
on the following pages. 

The 910 AUM current request for elk is 
based on UDWR figures determined from 
aerial trend counts. Overall data are 
lacking to accurately assess, at this time, 
whether use conflicts are actually occurr- 
ing. However, any increases in use could 
be expected to conflict with other rangelanc 
uses unless appropriate land treatments 
and/or management actions improve and 
increase the carrying capacity of the range. 
This is especially true in the North Sevier 
and Piute Planning Units where monitoring, 
range studies and recent survey data are 
lacking. The Sanpete Planning Unit has had 
a recent survey (1978) to determine carryin{ 
capacity for livestock and big game use. 
This survey was used to determine forage 
allocations for elk in this planning unit. 

Support Needs 

None 

Water requirements were based upon a 
consumption rate of 4 gallons per head 
per day, as shown in the BLM 1605 manual. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

r II~.~:wcI~o~~.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activit 
Wildlife 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1Wl-m7.2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendations Rationale 

Accept the specialist recommendation as 
written. 

Adequate forage must be provided for 
elk use in these allotments even- 
though an accurate number of elk 
using the allotments can not be made. 
The 10 percent figure will suffice 
until better elk numbers 
can be determined. 

Support Needs 

Winter use counts 
Use areas mapped 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendation ' 
with the following modification: 

U. Implement the Rangeland Monitoring 
Program as outlined under the Range 
Management Decisions. See RM 1, la, 
2, 3, and 4. 

Support Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan. 

i 

See rationales developed for the 
specialist and multiple use 
recommendations. 

The monitoring program will help 
make more accurate determinations 
of the wildlife numbers and the 
condition and location of the 
range they use. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(iusrntclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



ELK AUMS NEEDED FORALLO-IMENTSWITHUNKN~ USE INTENSITY 
- 

Allotment 
Total Carrying Elk Carrying Elk AUM's 

Capacity Capacity Needed 

S-te P.U. 

Axhandle 
Gunnison Valley 
Middle Hollow 
North Hollow 
Pole Canyon 
South Hollow 
Timber Canyon 

North Sevier P.U. 

chicken cccp 
Gyp- 
Lost creek 
Sand Ledges 

282 
2754 
227 
300 

516 
1273 

5,977 

569 
1302 
143 
667 

2112 

28 
545 275 
36 24 
.49 30 

40" 
96 51 

127 
637 

ii2 
130 
14 
75 

-%i- 

*Estimate based on density in Middle Hollow 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGt$ENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-7.2 ep3 r 

Recomnendation 

On those allotments where elk use is 
known to occur, but for which there is 
insufficient data to make a specific 
AUM request, allocate 10% of the total 
allotment carrying capacity to cover' 
the needs of the existing elk populat- 
ion. 

Consult the following tables for the 
allotments concerned, and the AUM's 
required. 

Rationale 

mere is a lack of data concerning 
the intensity of elkuse in these 
allotments. YIhe frequency and in- 
temitymaybequitelaw, but there 
is evidencethatitdoes occur. This 
legitimate use must be accamodated 
in this fashion until adequate data 
for refinement of this use is obtained. 

The 10% use level is arbitrary. No 
date to support this percentage is 
available. 

No water requests can be formulated 
at this time. 

.-';upport Needs 

Winter use counts andmapping of use areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fl~~.z!wrrion~ on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Allotment Name 
Current Current Current 

Elk Numbers Elk AUMsl Water Needs 
Carrying 

Capacity AUMs 

Dry Wash 

East Bench 

Hatch Canyon 

Koosharem Creek 

Manning Creek 

Marysvale 

North Narrows 

Oak Spring 

Ogden 

P-Hill 

!. South Narrows 

PIUTE PLANNING UNIT (continued) 

13 

61 

7 

6 

2 

2 
42 

16 

4 

7 

37 

34 7,800 gal. 
29,484 L 

161 36,600 gal. 
138,348 L 

18 4,200 gal. 
15,876 L 

15 3,600 gal. 
13,608 L 

5 1,280 gal. 
4,838 L 

5 1,280 gal 
4,838 L 110 

25,300 gal. 
95,634 L 

42 9,600 gal. 
36,288 L 

10 2',400 gal. 
9,072 L 

20 4,200 gal. 
15,876 L 

99 22,300 gal. 
295 663 84,244 L 

151,360 gal. 
572, 139 L 

lFive months winter use perod. 

21.5 month winter use period. 

42.5 month winter use period. 



: 
CURRENT AUM AND WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR ELK 

SANPETE PLANNING UNIT 

Allotment Name 

Apple Spring 

Hop Creek 

Indian Hollow 

Uinta 

Wood Hollow 

Current Current Current 
Elk Numbers Elk AUMsl 

Carrying 
Water Needs Capacity AUMs 

6 15 3,600 gal. 72 
13,608 L 

8 21 4,800 gal. 39 
12,144 L 

6 16 3,600 gal. 72 
13,320 L 

3 7 1,800 gal. 46 
6,804 L 

13 33 7,800 gal. 48 

36 92 29,484 
L 

21,600 gal. 777 
81,648 L. 

NORTH SEVIER PLANNING UNIT 

Bear Valley 12 

Burrville 6 
i 

Fishlake 83 

Monroe Coop 6 

North Cove Mtn. 50 

Plateau 31 

Sall's Meadow 6 

194 

102 

5 

65 

5 

40 

25 

5 

ix 

2,160 gal. 
8,165 L 
1,080 gal. 
4,082 L 

14,940 gal. 
56,473 L 

1,080 gal. 
4,082 L 
9,000 gal. 

34,020 L 
5;580 gal. 

21,092 L 
1,080 gal. 
4,082 L 

34,920 gal. 
131,996 c 

PIUTE PLANNING UNIT 

Angle Bench 5 151 3,020 gal. 
11,415 L 

Box Creek 2 5l 1,280 gal. 
4,838 L 

Cedar Grove 87 1143 26,100 gal. 

98,658 L Deer Flat 4 101 2,400 gal. 
9,072 L 

(continued) 



1 ~~L~Zin Vallev 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . 
1ldllfP 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 ML-7.3Step 3 - - 

Recommdation Rationale 

Allocate1344 AUMs of forage and 
1,153,260 liters of water to accommdate 

future increases in elk populations 
and expansions in elk winter range. 
The requirements are shmn on the 
table on the following page. 

Scm increase in elk populations appears 
to be inevitable and an expansion of 
winter range also appears to be occurring. 
The range expansion does not appear to 
be related to population increases. 
As a result, even if the total elk herd 
population &es not increase, the 
population wintering on public lands 
will increase, unless current behavior 
trends reverse themselves. 

All of these figures for AUM and season 
of use were provided by the IMR. The 
projected level of use is believed to be 
reasonable, but they arebased onlyon 
professional estimates. The AUMs were 
developedusing Stoddart andsmith's 
conversion ratio of 1.9 to 2. Carrying 
capacities are available for the Sarpete 
Planning Unit and for some allotments 
in the North Sevier and Piute Planning 
units. In all cases the figures are 
baseduponoccularreconnaisancesurveys 
whichwere not intended for detexmining 

wildlife carryjng capacities. The carry- 
ing capacities should be used only as a 
rough guide. 

The Division of Wildlife Resources has 
still neglected to request AUMs for a 
allotments which were covered by WL-8.2. 
Underthecircumstances increases in 
allocations for the WL 8.2 allotments 
cannot be determind. 

Water needs were based upon a 4 gallon 
per head per day consmption rate as 
shbwn in the EX&l 1605 mual. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f lv.~trtrctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



PRQJECIEDELKAUMNEEDS 
- 

Allotment 
Proposed Elk Proposed Elk Water 

MrmberS AUMZi Requirements 

Sanp&e Planning Unit 

Antelope Valley 
Apple Spring 
Fayette Cattle 
Flat Canyon 
Hop Creek 
Indian Hollow 
Long Flat 
Maple Canyon 
Rough Canyon 
Uinta 
Wood Hollow 

No. Sevier Planning Unit 

Fishlake 
Sand Ledges 

Piute Planning Unit 

cedar Gr ve3 9 DryWash 
East Bench2 
Hatch Canyon22 
North Narrys 
Oak Spring 
South Na.rrcws2 

24 
9 

25 
7 

15 
11 
12 
4 

10 
6 

23 
136 

175 
40 

215 

185 
13 
61 
7 

36 
32 
32 

366 

63 
24 
67 
18 
39 
29 
32 
11 
26 
15 
61 

385 

138l 
1o22 
240 

243 209,790 1 
34 29,484 L 

161 138,348 L 
18 15,876 L 
95 81,648 L 
84 72,576 L 
84 

719 
72,576 L 

620,298 

54,432 L 
20,412 L 

.56,700 L 
15,876 L 
34,020 L 
24,948 L 
27,216 L 
9,072 L 

22,680 L 
13,608 L 
52,164-L 

331,128 L 

111,132 L 
90,702 L 

201,834 L 

72 

39 ’ 
72 

46 
48 

277 

31.5Monthswinterusepericd 
35Monthwinterusepericd 

2.5 Monthwinteruseperiod. 

f . 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fbIFPI 

,Mountain Valley 
Activity 

. . 1fP 
Overlay Reference 

Recommendation Rationale 

Accept specialist recommendation. See rationale developed for 
specialist recommendation. 

Support Needs 

None. 

Decision 

Reject multiple-use recommendation. Future 
forage allocations will be evaluated and 
determined through the rangeland monitoring 
program as described in the Range Manage- 
ment Decisions. 

Support Needs 

Range and wildlife personnel to conduct 
studies and analysis. 

i 

Rationale 

A monitoring program is being 
established to evaluate the range 
on a continuing basis. This pro- 
.gram includes data collection on 
actual use, forage utilization, 
range condition and trend, climato- 
logical data, wildlife habitat 
studies, watershed conditions, and 
aquatic environmental studies. 
Future allocations will be dependent 
on an analysis of this data. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

f ft2sfnrclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES ’ 
DEPARThlENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEhlENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

,’ 
. ” 

Name (AIFP) 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 
Wildlife 

Objective Number 

w, 8 

Objective 

Improve 40,000 acres of gage grouse habitat in the N. Sevier Planning Unit by 1986. 

Rationale 

Sage grouse habitat in the N. Setier Planning Area is helm potential. 

Sage grousehunternmbershavebeenshcwing a steady increase since1962,whenthe 
permit system was abolished. Even.though the sage grouse population in Sevier 
County is presently low the area has account&i for up to 3.85 percent of the total 
hunter pressure in the state. This popular upland game species must account for a 
significant percentage of the estimated $138,682 expended on upland game hunting in 
the Planning Area. 

An improti t in this habitat area, which resulted in an increase in the sage grouse 
I'- -opulation, would shorten the travel distance for many hunter in the Sevier Valley 

.dho must presently travel to the Awapa Plateau to obtain a satisfactory hunt ex- 
pexience. In addition to improving ecosystem diversity the objective would also 
provide some energy conservation advantages. 

Theexpecctedimprovemen ts would not only benefit sage grouse. Blue grouse, mule 
deer, and many other game and nongame species would also benefit from the expected 
increases inhabitatdiversity. 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 

Name fMFP) 
Mountain Valley 

Activity 
. . 
i sdll;lfe 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATiON-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 m-8-1 Step 3 

Recmnendation Rationale 

Conduct acontrolled springburnon 
2,000 acres of the Plateau and N. 
Cove allotments and install two n-ore 
guzzlers in the sane a3332 

Spring burns conductedbythecedar~ity 
District in closed sagebrush types 
similar to this have produced excellent 
responses. Work done by Joe Jarvis on 
these burns has indicated that the native 
forbs, grasses, anddesirable shrubs 
responded quickly and favorably to 
such cool burns. The response of the 
forb canmunity inparticular, is important 
to spring sagegrousehabitat. TheCedar 
City burns wereconductedwhen soil and 
plantmisturewas guitehigh. The 
burned areas were not extremely large 
and the edge effect produced by the fires 
wasvery gcodwithnumrous narrm fbgers. 
The costs of burning should also be quite 
a bit lower than spraying, chaining, or 
other m&m.nical means of altering veget- 
ative types. 

Water distribution in this area is poor, 
especially for sage grouse brocds which 
are unable to travel long distances for 
water. The existing guzzlerinthe area, 
though plagued with maintenance problems 
(therehasn'tbeenany)wasa step in the 
right direction for sage grouse and other 
wildlife species in the area. The two 
guzzlers suggested are at least sufficient 
to begin improving habitat conditions, 
though they may notbe sufficient to 
allow ccmplete use of the available brood 
habitat. The locations shmnonthe 
overlay are not accurate. Proper site 
locations stillneedtibe selected. 

Support Needs 
Approximately 32 additional AUM's for big 
game and livestock could be obtained throug 

Habitat Management Plan 
Fire Plan 
MoredetailedhabitatinVentOrY. 

this proposal. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

~lv.~:r~trfiot7.~ on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Name f/WFP I 

Mountain Valley 
"wcpy;3 i fe 

Overlay Reference 

Steo &JL-8-l SteD 3 

Perfqrm the land treatment and guzzler 
construction if identified in an approved 
Habitat Management Plan. 

Controlled burns may not achieve the 
goals required by the Wildlife activity 
Some other treatment may be more advan- 
tageous. HMPs should be developed to 
identify needs and set goals. 

Support Need 

Habitat Management Plan. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple-use recommendation 
with the following modification. 

See rationales developed for the 
multiple use recommendation and 
RM 1 and la. 

Implement land treatments and/or range 
improvements approved under the Range 
Management Decisions for these allotments 

( Id include other treatments and/or range 
improvements identified through the develop- 
ment of Allotment Management Plans and/or 
Habitat Management Plans. See RM 1 and la. 

Support Needs 

Allotment Management Plans 
Habitat Management Plans 
Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Environmental Assessment if needed 
T&E plant clearance 
Archaeological clearance. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(1fzsfrrrcfion.s on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES ' I Name (NF P) 

DEPARThIENT OF TlfE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Wildlife 
Objective Number 

wrt- 9. 

Objective 

Improve two miles of waterfowl nesting habitat on Otter Creek Reservoir by 1988. 

Rationale 

Within the Pl arming Area the opportunities to improve waterfowl habitat on public 
land are severely limited by a lack of suitable areas. Although few, if any, of 
the waterfakl species raised in the Pl arming Areaareharvestedlocally. Local 
production is an important comporient of the total migratory population. The 
efforts expended on waterfowl improvemen tswithinthe Planning Areaarelimited 
to goose nesting structures which are basically unsuccessful due to their design. 

Very little monetary expenditure should be required for this improvement and the 
benefits to waterfowl populations and subsequent nonconsumptive values to the 
heavyrecreationaluseonOtter CreekReservoir shouldbe substantial. 

.i 

i 

-a -- __ __-____-- ---- 
(lJl.~lr;lc’l;on.~ o,, wl’crsl-) 

-______---- 
Form 1600-20 (April 1015) 



UNITED STATES Name CAIFP) 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT V 

Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 m-9 IStep 3 

Recomnendation Rationale 

Replace the 10 unsuccessful goose 
nesting platform on the east shore 
of Otter Creekwithearthenislands. 

The current structures have been 
unsuccessful for several reasons. Ice 
heave problems during thewinterperiods 
have pulled several of the ne%t box poles 
out of the ground.‘ The boxes must also 
have hay or straw placed upon them, 
and difficulties in manpower have resulted 
in strati being placed improperly or not 
placed at all. These structures arealso 
unsuitable for any other species of 
waterfowl or shorebirds. 

Islands could be easily pushed up with 
a caterpillartienthewaterlevelhas 
dropped enough to allow the mrk without 
getting the cat stuck. The islands should 
be far enough frm the man high waterline 
to keep the islands isolated frm the 
shoreline and prevent predation at least 
until after the broods have hatched. 
Earthen islands will not be subject to 
ice damage and vegetation should establish 
on the islands negating the'need for 
straworhq. Vegetation would also pro- 
vide cover from arian predation for any 
ducks or other small waterfowl that may 
choose to nest on these islands. 

Support Needs 

Force Account Crew for island 
construction. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed llu.~:rur/ions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name CMFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL 9.l Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation Rationale 

Reject the specialist recommendation. 1. This recommendation is low priority when 
looking at the Mountain Valley Wildlife 

Re-evaluate this recommendation when program as a whole. 
a Habitat Management Plan is developed 
which includes waterfowl. 2. In terms of a cost/benefit ratio, the 

earthen islands would be expensive. 

3. Feasibility of building the islands is 
very questionable. This should be re-examined 
and documentation made as to the viability of 
these structures. 

4. The need for such structures has not been: 
proven through monitoring or documentation. 
This places the entire recommendation under 
question. 

"Irpport Needs 

Habitat Management Plan. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
as written. 

See rationale developed for the multiple 
use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fltzslrrtctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Objective 

Improve 3.75 miles of former riparian habitat on Peterson Creek in the North Sevier 
Pl-arming Unit by 1986. 

Rationale 

Only about four percent of thepubliclands intheWesternUnitedStates are riparian 
or wetland habitants. The loss of riparian habitat on Peterson Creek due to ex- 
cessive erosion from a dam breakage in 1969 is a significant blcrw to the diversity 
and productivity of the area's wildlife habitat, frcm a local and regional stand- 
point. There is very little riparian habitat available for mnagement in the Plann- 
ing Area. 

Peterson Creek is an intemittent stream with no chance of'becaning a fishery, but 
if the riparian vegetation of the area can be restored in a reasonable length of 
time and maintained, the benefits to terrestrail wildlife will be substantial. 

\, Game and nongame wildlife use riparian habitats at much greater intensity than the 
' 'surrounding rangelands. 

Restoration of a healthy riparian zone could also prolong water flows as was done 
in Camp Creek, Oregon. Tkiswouldprovidea substantialimprmmxm t in the water 
cmponentof the food,water,covertriangle. 

i 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 Ill.~?rr/cli~>l?s OR WlW?SP) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 &10,.qep 3 

Recomnendation Rationale 

Install a series of small stairstep The deep cuts present in Peterson Creek 
gabions in Peterson Creek by 1985 
followed by periodic placement of 

at the present time have lowered the 

additionalstructuresinbetween 
the original gabions. 

table to a point where riparian vegetat- 
ion cannot be supported. The cu.& have 
begun a slow healing process, but left 
to it's am devices the process may take 
well over 50 years. 

Using YACClabor and smallgabions the 
healing process can be accelerated at 
minimal costs. Vegetation should estab- 
lish quickly in all.of the sediment de- 
position areas upstream of the gabions. 
The vegetation itself will then serve as 
a trap for capturing additional sediment 
and helping to absorb some of the stream 
energy especially during storm runoff 
periods. Bank storage of water should 
also begin to increase, if water velocity 
is slowed somewhat, and the response of 
vegetation should be gcod. 

The initial series of gabions sbxld 
causeanimpkkmentintheriparianzone 
within ayear. Thetotalrecoveryprogram 
fraytake 2Uyears. 

Support Needs 

Watershea Studies 
HabitatManagement Plan 
YACC Construction 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

ll~~s!rr~rfions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recomendation Rationale 

* 
Name (111 F PJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL lO.lstep 3 

Reject the specialist recormendation. 1. This reconmndation is very low 
priority when looking at the Mountain 
Valley Wildlife program as a whole. 

2. In terms of a cost/benefit ratio it 
would be very difficult to justify this 
recomnendation. 

a) Peterson Creek is not presently zfish- 
eries. There hasn't been monitoring or 
docmentation to show a potential for 
being a fishery. 

b) It is quite evident that the gabion 
structures would require a substantial 
amount of manpower, time andmneyto 
complete. Present information about the 
Creek does not justify this. 

3. Feasibility of healing the deep cuts 
of Peterson Creek is questionable. Again, 
lack of mnitoring and documentation of 
the Creek area is the problem. 

4. The need for the gabion structures and 
subsequent healing of the deep cuts has 
not been proven through monitoring or 
documentation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

flns/nrcfions on reeverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL lO,P=p 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recormend- 
ation with the following modification. 

See rationale developed for the mltiple 
use recomndation. 

Ia@ment the rangeland monitoring 
program as outlined in the Range 
Management decisions. See RM la and 
2, and W 13. 

A series of studies will be conducted 
annually to monitor and identify problems 
which need to be corrected through either 
altering or restricting use or range 
treatment and/or improvements. These studies 
will include streams and their riparian 
areas. 

Sup&t Needs 

Rangeland Monitoring Plan 
Water Quality Monitoring Plan 
Allotment Management Plans 

i iabitatManagemant Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Iusfnrctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
.BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT /::~$EZin Vallev 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 Wildlife 
Objective Number 

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 
WY11 

Objective 

Improve 2.25 miles of stream and riparian habitat on Lost Creek in the North Sevier 
Planning unit. 

Rationale 

Public Law 92-500~the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Public Law 94-579 - The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Fxecutive Order 11988 on Flood Plain Manage- 
ment, and Bureau Policy all provide adequate authorities to improve aquatic and 
riparian habitats. Volumes have been written con cerning the extremely high values 
of riparian zones for wildlife, especially in the arid west. Streams which have the 
ability to support a fishery are also at a premium in the west, and within this 
Planning Area. Lost Creek is a high quality fishery on the Fishlake National Forest, 
but deteriorates about the time it crosses onto public land. The riparian zone also 
deteriorates in this area. 

At the.present time, more money is spent on fishing in the planning area than on 
I upland game hunting ($356,176 vs. $138,682). Both activities occur within the 

Lost Creek quatic/riparian area, though data is not available on exactly what quantity 
of money is spent on Lost Creek proper. The potential does exist to improve this 
habitat area. 

DL& to the limited extent of aquatic and riparianhabitat in the Planning Area, and 
the concern express& by many professional organizations for all riparian/aquatic 
systems, L&t Creek may eventually be granted the designation of Area of Critical 
Enviromentalconcern. Itdoesmaetsom of the criteriaoutlined inthedraftreg- 
ulations for ACEC. 

-- __- 
(Insfructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name thl F Pi 

Momev 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

. . 
llI=illfP 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 wL-11 *Sjtep 3 

Reccmendation Rationale 

Fence 2.25 miles of Lost Creek by 
1985, to provide protection and're- 
habilitation of the riparian and 
aquatic zones. 

No riparian or aquatic habitat inven- 
tories have been conducted by the Bureau 
onLost Creek, but problems with the 
stream are evident. A visual inspection 
by Bureau personnel during the spring of 
1979 confirmed an obvious problem with 
channel instability, cutting, and loss of 
riparian habitat on many stretches of 
the stream. Sme of these problems can 
be attributed to natural geologic insta- 
bility, cutting, and loss of riparian 
habitatonmny stretches of the stream. 
Scm of these problems can be attributed 
to natural geologic instability related 
tothe soils inthearea,butlivestock 
havecbviouslybeengrazing the stream 
banks and contributing to the degredation 
problems. Many studies, conductedinthe 
west have left little doubt about the 
damage inflicted by livestock grazing on 
riparian and aquatic ecosystems. Fencing 
has been proven to be an extremely effect- 
ive method of restoring these habitats 
even when they are severely deteriorated. 
Examples fran the literature include: 
Diamond Fork, Utah; Camp Oxek, Oregon; 
Birch Creek, Idaho; and mterial on 
trout habitat frcxn the Wisconsin Division 
of Fish and Game. 

Wheregeologic instabilityona stream 
is evident, it makes little sense to 
continue any activity such as grazing 
which is knmn to cause degredation in 
such areas even where soil instability 
is not a critical factor. Fencing is 
the only practical method of controlling 
livestock grazing on these areas at a 
reasonable cost while still permitting 
grazing on the remainder of the allotment 

Support Needs 
to occur normally. 

Ripa.rian and Aquatic Hatitat Inventories 
Fence Construction, Livestock Water pro- 
&i@& 4-!iao%%hW~~& p1ans* 
1 lvs?mrlion.~ on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step WL 11.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation 

Reject the specialist recortmen dation. 

Rationale 

The existing situation at Lost Creek does 
not justify fencing the riparian zone to 
provide protection and rehabilitation. 

1. Present livestock use which authorizes 
both cattle and sheep is not adversely 
impacting the riparian and aquatic zones 
of the creek. Most of the Chicken&q 
Allotment is not suitable for cattle 
grazing; consequently the livestock 
operator (Neil Neilson) does not use the 
allotment with his cattle. 

t 
: Supwrt Need 

Monitoring Program 
HMP development 

An estimated 95% of the Creek bed on BLM 
is 5 to 15 feet below ground level. This 
makes the creek inaccessible to livestock. 
Natural erosion, from the surrounding 
Arapien Shale Hills, is the detrimental 
factor for the Creek, not livestcck use. 

2. In terms of a cost/benefit ration, 
fencing would not be justified. Fencing 
does not stop natural erosion. 

3. Lost Creek presently has an excellent 
vegetative community which provides 
protection and gcod fish habitat. Important 
suks of this vegetative CormcLnity 

: Coyote Willow, Wildrose; Gambel 
Oak, River Rirch, Silverleaf, Huffaloberry 
Squawbush, Great Basin Wildrye, Horsetail, 
Canada Wildrye and -n Reedgrass. These 
species provide excellent bank stabilization 
and good cover for fisheries habitat. Again, 
fencing would not inprove this situation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(I7zsfnrcrions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BURE’AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name ChlFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL ll.Ptep 3 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the rmltiple use recomendation 
with the following mdification. 

See rationale developed for the mltiple 
use recommendation. 

Implement the rangeland monitoring 
program as outl2md in the Range 
Management decision for the Chicken 
Coop allotment. SeeRMlandW13. 

A series of studies will be conducted 
annually to n-miter and identify problems 
which need to be corrected through either 
altering or restricting use or range treat- 
ment and/or iqxovements. These studies will 
include streams and their riparian areas. 

Support Needs 

i RangelandMonitoring Plan 
! iater Quality Monitoring Plan 

Allotment Management Plan 
Habitat Management.Plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fInsfmclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES ’ Name fNFf1 
DEPARTMENT OF TllE INTERIOR Mountain Vallev 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN-STEP1 . 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Number 

R-l 

Qbjective: 

Manage public lands for ORV use to: 1) Provide 10,000 acres 3,000 visitor days 
at high ORV use including Richfield, Salina, Gunnison, Indian Creek, and Sand Ledges 
to meet user needs for the next 5 years. 2) Provide 450,000 acres of BLM land for 
dispersed and incidental ORV use throughout the plannin g area for the next five years. 

Rationale: 

Off road vehicle use is recognized as a legithate form of r&creation use on public 
land. E.O. 11644 and E.OZI 11989 direct the BIN to designate all BIN land as open, 
closed, or restricted by 1987. Final USDI Rulemaking was published June 15, 1979 
(43 CFR 8340). Current ORV use on BIN land is estimated as follows: (a) Sand Ledges, 
1290 visitor days (b) Richfield foothills, 900 visitor days, (c) Indian Creek, 125 
visitor days, (d) Gunnison, 125 visitor days. The remaining lands receive indidental 
or dispersed use. Use is expected to increase in propor;tion to population. 

-w---y ----z 

Form lGOO--10 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOF.LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name c.UFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R1.l Step 3 

Recomsndation Rationale 

Designate and maintain all public lands 
inthepl arming area as "open" for ORV use. 

There are no areas that warrant closing 
because of undue safety hazards or recrea 
ion conflicts. ORV use is light through- 
out the planning area. Underl,200 visito 
days were attributed to BI%I for ORV re- 
creation, unitwide (excluding snmmobiles 

------------------------------- ------------ 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There would be a low positive iqact on the social and ecomnic segments. This would 
be the resultofproviding recreationalcpportunities toa smallgroupof individuals 
and would also create &mands for goods and services for ORV. There would also be a 
low to moderate iqact to the emriroment in tems of the fragility of the lands being 
crossed. Damage could result to the ground cover and depending on the extent of use, 
'ncreasedamunts ofdustejected intothea~sphereandl~~waterqualitycouldbe 
the outcane. 

This remtmmdation is in direct conflict with R-2.1 which is to.preserve 8000 acres 
in VRM Class II. This remmmdation limits ORV use to main~"roads. The protect- 
ion of the vista, unstable soils, and cultural values through ORV exclusion would not 
cause any inconvenience to the public when ompared to the piresent situation. 

There is a high negative impact with Watershed URA values and remmenda tions.if we 
do provide 10,000 acres for high ORV use especially in the areas behind the ccxnmmities 
of Richfield, Salina and Gunnison. The SSF's in these areas range fran mderate to 
severe erosion condition classes. Thetopograpbhereis generally steep andcharacter- 
ized by sparse vzgetation and shallow, highly erodable soils. The rmst seriously de- 
bilitatedareaisbehindSalinawhichhasreceivednumerous recurring floods frcm this 
area. Salina City is proceeding with a flood control project which will include a 
sedimentretentionreservoiranddeflectordike onpubliclands to controlfloodand 
sediment damage. The cost of this project is expected to exceed $60,000. Similar 
projects have been planned for watersheds behind Richfield and Gunnison, however, 
funding limitations have prevented implementation of flood control structures. Heavy 
ORV use in areas, behind critical cormnmitywatersheds have only further deteriorated 
poorwatershed conditions. The areas behind Richfield and Salina are remmended for 
restricted use status would include ORV use. Quantification of the impact caused by 
ORV use is not easily obtainable. 

ThereisnoproblemwithORVuse intheSa.ndLedges areaor intheIndianCreekarea 
if some controls keep ORV use off of the steeper slopes. However, sane increase in 

' .erosion and sediment yieldwould be expected. 

________----------------------------------- 
.- --Nnte: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I - 
~!r/K:irlnr +-,?I reuersc, ’ Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
! 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENTOF THEINTERIOR 
BUREAU OFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name CJlFPI 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Rl.l Step 3 

Multiple Use Recomnendation 

Designateentireplanningarea 
ORV use until further evidence 
sitates modifications. 

supportRequirements 

None 

Decision 

Opent(J 
neces- 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the following modification: 

a) Implement an ORV use monitoring 

I program. 

Support Needs : 
ORV Use Monitoring Plan 

Reason 

!t!herearenoknown areaswhicharebeing 
damagedbycurrent ORV uses. 

Alternatives Considered 

None 

Reason 

Erosion areas identified in the multiple 
use analysis are mainly the result of 
natural geologic erosion. The topography 
is characteri,zed by sparse, shallow 
vegetation and steep inclines. Activities 
on these public lands from ORV use is 
non existent because of the topography. 
Further monitoring will'indicate any need 
for modification to this recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 I~~.s:rirfiiot~s mn rcuerse) . Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES ’ 
DEPARTMENT OF ‘i-HE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF I+ND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

. 

Name fHFP) 

. Mountain Vallev 
Activity 

Recreation 
Objective Numb& 

R-2 

Objective: 

Maintain the exist&g visual resource qualities of the Mountain Valley Planning 
Area. 

Rationale: 

Presently there is a balance between the visual resources and other land uses on 
public lands. Over 78% of recreation visitor days are attributed to general 
sightseeing. Preservation of open space is of prime impoqtance to these visitors. 
BI&l is charged under provisions of E'LPMA to manage "public lands in a manner that 
will protect the quality of scenic values." 

---- __-- --- -- -- 
f ltrsfrrt4~?imi 0t1 rc*twr.s-~~) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation Rationale 

To preserve the Class' II visual resource 
quality on 8,000 acres of public lands in 
Marysvale Canyon, Kingston Canyon, Highway 
U-24 and the Parker escarpment: 

1. Allow oil and gas leasing to continue 
with stipulations of "no surface occupancy~ 
or Category 3 special protective stipulat- 
ions. 

Name (MFPJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R 2.1 ‘Step 3 

BLM Manual 6310.18B provides that 
"changes in any of the basic elements 
of landscape character, (form, line, 
color, or texture) caused by a manage- 

.ment activity should not be evident in 
the characteristic landscape. Surface 
disturbance would affect some or all of 
those elements resulting in a degradat- 
ion of visual quality. 

2. Limit surface disturbance, to activ- 
ities which will not result in evident 
changes in line, fonn, color or texture. 

3. Limit ORV travel to maintained trails. 

L 4. Exclude new utility lines in these :, Areas unless it can be determined they can 
be placed without degrading the Visual 
Resource Values. 

----------------------------------------- -- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Potential conflicts with ORV use and possible surface disturbances have been eliminated 
through R 1.1 Multiple Use Analysis. mere iS a moderate negative mnflice with M 3.1 
which is to+ntain all lands currently classified in Category 1 and 2 for oil and 
gas leasing. A mdaerate adverse impact could result to the Marysvale, Parker Escarp- 
ment and Highway U-24 areas from drilling operations without protective stipulations 
spelled out. 
------------------------------------------- 

Multiple.Use Recmmndation 'Rationale 

1. Continue O&G leasing in Category 2 or 1. This leasing category protects the 
3 - No Surface Occupancy. Scenic values. 

2. Stipulate any necessary author- 2. Any necessary authorization can be 
ization to protect scenic and water stipulated and supervised to eliminate 
resource values. or successfully mitigate adverse impacts. 
3. Leave areas cpen to ORV use for 

' 
3. There are no known'ORV uses in those 

present until modification is necessit- scenic vistas which detract from their 
ated. values. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MF PJ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1R 2.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.) Rationale (cant,) 

4. Restrict new utility lines from 4. Most of the time these vistas can 
these scenic vistas if some other 
viable route can be taken. 

be avoided by new power line construc- 
tion. 

Support Requirements 

i 

1. Area Manager to stipulate and 
supervise any authorizations. 

Decision 

Alternatives Considered 

1. Leave O&G in open status without 
additional stipulations. 

2. Close areas to ORV use. 

3. Not designate these as scenic vistas 
needing special considerations, 

Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ationwith the understanding that VRM 
Class II designations are made to 
identify certain. scenic values which 
may need special management protect- 
ion and that any proposed action in 
these areas will be dealt with on case 
by case basis. 

See rationales developed under specialist 
recommendation and multiple use recommend- 
ation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

il~2slrrrctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

Name fMFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step1 R 2.2 Step3 

Reccmnendation 

Maintain the Cla‘ss III VRf4 rating of 
172,000 acres of public land in the 
planning area by requiring that resource 
development activities (1) use natural 
landscape changes and screening, (2) 
minimize disturbance invegetative 
and soil manipulation, (3) reduce 
inpact of structures, and (4) use the 
basic elements of landscape character 
wheninitiating the activity. 

Rationale 

BLM Manual 6310.18C provides that khanges 
in the basic elements caused by management 
activity maybe evidentinthe character- 
istic landscape. However, the changes 
should remain subordinate to the visual 
strengthof theexisting character." The 
Class III areas in this Planning Area are 
within the foreground of a heavily traveled 
tourist, residential, and conxnercial state 
highway. 

Multiple-Use Analysis 

No conflicts with URA mlues or MFP re mmendatiomhavebeenidentified. Some 
, &xx inconveniences in the fom of stringent stipulations and mitigating measures for 
i mrface disturbing activities can be expected. The restrictions of this class should 

prohibit very few activities, though they may modify proposals and methodologies. 

Multiple Use Reccmen dation .Rtitionale 

Stipulate authorizations to protect 
scenic and other environmental values. 

Proper stipulations consider the scenic 
values as well as environmental values. 
Surface protection stipulations are re- 
quired on use authorizations. 

SupportRequirements 
Alternatives Considered 

None 
None' 

Decision Rtiticintile 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the provision that other 
use5 will not necessarily be 
subordinate to VFW. Each proposed 
action will be handled on a case by 
case basis. 

BLM Manual 6310.18~ states that uses 
should be subordinate to the visual 
strength of the landscape, but does not 
imply a definite restriction. 

Uses within the VRM Class III designation 
will be considered and weighed carefully 
on a case by case basis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 Ill.~:rl/rlion.r on retwrse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHE INTERIOR 
BUREAUOF LANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name fhlFP/ 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R 2 3Step 3 

Recommdation Rationale 

Allow resource developmnt and uses on the 
270,000 acres identified as VRMClass IV 
land, but mitigate the impact of each 
activity so that, even though it my be 
~readilyapparenttotheobserver, the 
activity reflects what could be natural 
occurrence within the characteristic 
landscape. 

BIER Manual 6310.18D provides that changes 
in the basic elements of landscape 
charactercausedbythe activity my 
subordinate the original composition and 
landscape character. However, theact- 
ivity must reflect what could be a natura 
occurrace. Clas;IV areas in the Plannin 
Unit are on lands that are either ina 
low sensitivity level, background, or low 
scenic~ quality. 

-------------------------------------------- 

Multiple-Use Analysis 

No conflict with URA values or other MFP recomme ndations are evident. No social or 
/ ~4poN3mic conflict has been identified. 

This is the least restrictive class and the areas shown are Class IV on the VRM overlay 
have the lowest visual resources. Standard stipulations attached to authorizations, 
grants, and FAR's probably are enough to protect the scenic values associated with these 
areas. 

Multiple Use Recmmendation 

Continue to stipulate all authorizat- 
ions with surface protection and 
environmental stipulations. 

RaEionLile ?. 

Stipulating uses to protect resource v%lueE 
and quality is a current practice and 
policy and is required by law and regulat- 
ion. 

SupportRequirments 

None 

Altexnatives Considered 

None 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommend- 
ation with the provision that VRM 
Class IV designations will not be 
,the main determinant in terms of 

uthorizations and stipulations. 
IEach proposed action will be handled 
on a case by case basis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

fln.~!r~rc./ions on reverse) 

Uses within the VRM Class IV designation 
will be considered and weighed carefully 
on a case by case basis. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN-STEP1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CR-1 

Objective: 

By 1982, determine whether archaeological site 42PI269 contains significant 
scientific or cultural value to be nominated for inclusion on the National Historic 
Register. 

Rationale: 

Site 42PI269 is located on the west bank of Otter Creek. The site is set above the 
creek on a stream terrace with low hills to the west that act as a windbreak for the 
site. The creek lies about 30 feet to the east. 

The site is a sherd and lithic scatter about 75 feet x 30 feet, running northwest 
to southeast. Associated with the site is historic trash tin cans, two stove doors, 
white glass sherds, and old lumber. The sherds were identified as being from two, at 
least partially restorable, Paiute-Shoshone vessels. Lithics were made of both 
white chert and obsidian. The historic trash is probably much later in time than 
Paiute-Shoshone artifacts. 

n inspection of the site revealed a potential hearth but it could not be determined 
if it was associated with the historic trash or the Paiute-Shoshone artifacts. 
Only radio-carbon dates can tell for certain. There was also ,an obsidian projectile 
point found, as well as one pottery sherd. Neither the white chert projectile point 
or the rest of the sherds were relocated. This is not unusual because the soil is 
very sandy there. Parts of the site are probably continually covered and uncovered 
by shifting and blowing sand. The site shows no evidence of being heavily vandalized, 
although it has been subjected to use (i.e., trash dumping). 

The significance of the site lies in the fact that it may have some depth. The 
Paiute, Utes, and other Shoshone groups were gatherers and foragers. They lived in 
a seasonal round, harvesting wild seeds and pinyon pine nuts, and doing some hunting. 
Consequently, the sites and artifacts they left behind tend to consist of scatter of 
lithics, perhaps some sherds or maybe a hearth. They are very ephemeral. Little is 
known about these Shoshone groups archaeologically. We have ethnographic accounts 
from explorers such as the Dominquez-Escalante journal or the later Powell expedition 
journals that record what they wore, ate, etc., but precontact time is pretty much 
a blank. Even in stratified rockshelters there is only a thin scattering of Shoshone 
sherds present on the top strata. There are very few Shoshone sites that have depth. 
If this site has depth, it is rare. 

Perhaps the most perplexing question that is involved in precontact time is the trans- 
action between Fremont and Shoshone groups. Before 1400 A.D., the Fremont and Sevier 
.people were living along the rivers and creeks in this entire region. They lived in 
pithouse villages, practiced maize agriculture harvested a variety of wild food, hunted, 

i ,and made a very poor quality thick brown pottery. The question remains if the Shoshone 
are the remnants of the Fremont people who, due to environmental and other pressures, 

(fmtructions ofl reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CR-1 

were forced to live in a different lifestyle, or are they a later group that moved into 
the area occupying a niche that had already been left vacant by the demise of the 
Fremont. 

Furthermore, even if this site does not answer the question of Fremont-Shoshone- 
transition, it is possible that it can provide knowledge about the Shoshone lifestyles. 
Obsidian can be sourced to indicate where it came from and a series of stratified 
campsites can indicate that this area has been reused over and over again. Since so 
little is known about the Shoshooe, this site can prove to be invaluable. 

.7__ 
‘!%_--- -- 
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UNITEDSTATES 
DEPARTMENTOFTHEINTERIOR 
BUREAUOFLANDMANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reccmnendation: Rationale: 

Name f,VFP) 

Mountain Valley 
Activity 

(311 tin-al ~PR 
Overlay Reference 

Step la-1 Step 3 

Excavate archaeological site 42 Pl 269 to Testing is the only way to evaluate the 
determine its scientific and cultural significance of the site. 
value. 

------------------------------------------- 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Social values in relation to knowledge of the past my be a .low to mderate positive 
impact depending on the amount and quality of the artifacts found (if any). 

There could be a low to moderate negative impact fran reccmnendation R 1.1 if an ORV 
user were to accidently disturb or ruin any articles that may be present. The 
prabability of this event happening would be extremely low since ORV use in the area 
is considered incidental according to the URA. 

( ” 
-,otherconflictswithotherMFP re comendations or URA values were evident. 
------------------------------------------ 

Multiple Use Recmdation Reason 

~smanpowerand funds aremade available At present neither funds or manpmer is 
excavate this site. available. The scientific value of this 

site could be helpful in determining 
many unknowns about the cultural resources 
of this area. 

support Require3nents Alternatives Considered 

Supervision of operation by an arch- 
aeologist. 

Decision Rationale 

Accept the multiple use recommendat- 
ation as written 

See rationales for the specialist and 
multiple use recommendations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

1 In.~~rrrrtions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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